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ABSTRACT
The early sixties marked a period of increasing national
concern about youth employment. What resulted was a myriad of
employment and training programs geared to young persons.
This study is an analysis of the federal government and
youth employment policy; it traces federal efforts on youth
work programs over the past two decades. Unlike much of the
vast literature on youth employment, it develops a contextual
and historical understanding of the phenomenon. In so doing,
it provides insight into two critical, and hitherto neglected,
underlying forces of youth employment developments - political
and economic.
The thesis of the study is that youth employment policy
and programs have been "ineffective" because they operate in
a system that is structured such that certain groups are ex-
cluded from the labor market, and policies are not shaped to
change the system such that these groups are included but rath-
er, they are shaped to fit the needs of that system. Youth
are one such group which have become a target of these exclusion-
ary measures.
The purpose of the study is to reveal the incongruence
between the intent (espoused theory) and outcomes (theory-in-
use). The research indicates that youth employment efforts are
at best capable of marginally improving the unemployment situa-
tion; further, it suggests that the issues most likely to be
adequately addressed through such efforts are those having to
do with scale (i.e., how much is needed) and effects on person-
ality development (employability), rather than those issues
which address the general situation of youth for the long-term.
The inquiry begins by identifying and defining the youth
employment system and the key pieces which constitute that sys-
tem. The analysis examines the legislative history of policies
relevant to the youth labor market; this highlights the issue
of intent. In observing the actual outcomes of federal youth
efforts, the author reviews some key evaluations on the opera-
tional aspect of programs. Finally, it concludes with a personal
analysis of prevailing conditions based on the findings.
lv.
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INTRODUCTION
Prevailing unemployment conditions for Black and other
Third World youth in urban communities suggest a need to re-
direct our policy strategies. Unemployment rates for inner-
city youth have reached "crisis proportions"; the 1979 labor
statistics indicate an unemployment rate of 18.1% for youth
16-17 years old compared to a rate of 5.1% for persons 25-34
years. Of particular interest are the disparities in the
unemployment status of Black youth versus that of their white
counterpart. An analysis of Black youth in the labor market
(1954-1978) shows that "the unemployment rate for this group
has been consistently greater than 30% for 9 years, with no
recovery from the recession of 1973-75." Underemployment
of youths is prevalent in urban labor markets. Presumably,
these are some of the problems to which policies and programs
were geared to correct 20 years ago. The extent to which youth
employment policies and programs have been "effective" in
addressing these issues remains questionable.
An analysis of the intentions of youth employment policies
and the implementation of programs is significant in under-
standing economic and labor market processes in the United
States. The role of the federal government and the political
context in which these interventions emerged are crucial to
this understanding. Why did employment programs for youth
(1) Morris Newman, "The Labor Market Experience of Black
Youth, 1954-78" in Monthly Labor Review, October, 1979, p. 19.
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emerge - from what concerns? Why, after several decades of
diverse strategies of proposed solutions, and billions of
federal outlays expended on those solutions, is youth un-
employment still a major problem? Further, why is youth un-
employment concentrated in the nation's urban centers, specif-
ically among minority youth? These are some of the same
questions to which legislators and employment "specialists"
have sought answers over the preceding 20 years since the
federal government assumed a major intervention role in social
responsibility. Still today, youth employment remains a
critical national issue, for past efforts have raised as many
questions as they have answered. These same issues lend them-
selves to reveal the nature of domestic employment policy in
general, and youth employment in particular.
This study is a story of the implementation of programs
and the presumed intentions which underlay that process of im-
plementation. The purpose of the study is to reveal the
incongruence between the "espoused theory" (legislative intent)
versus the "theory-in-use" (program operation). In so doing,
it is important to understand the political context within
which these theories emerged. It is also important to under-
stand the nature of economic and labor market processes.
The basic argument of the thesis is that youth employment
policy is generally "ineffective"; it operates in a system
which is structured such that certain groups are excluded
from the labor market. Youth are one group which have become
a target of this process of exclusion. The unemployment situ-
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ation of Black youth indicates that this group is more
severely impacted by prevailing exclusionary measures.
Thus, notwithstanding their intent, youth employment
policy and programs operate in such a way as to exclude
certain groups from the labor market. Further, regardless
of the existence of numerous youth employment programs and
the vast array of proposed solutions to the unemployment
problems of youth, certain segments of the youth population
will still confront barriers to substantive employment oppor-
tunities.
Generally the problem of policy and programs lies in the
design;- they are not designed to fit the system in which they
operate. However, that the design is inappropriate is not
accidental; to be both economically and politically feasible,
the design must be so structured as to facilitate the stabiliza-
tion of the system in which they operate. Though generally
perceived as development programs capable of redressing the
youth unemployment problem - through methods of "upgrading"
employability, employment, and income - youth work programs
are at best capable of marginally improving the situation,
particularly for Black youth. The fact that employment policy
cannot automatically halt whatever processes (economic and
political) persist in excluding certain groups from the labor
market cannot be ignored.
In essence, educational structures and youth work programs
tend to perform an important custodial function; they are
"holding grounds" which historically have forced youth into a
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marginal work status. Thus, it is important to examine the
historical base in which the current dilemma of youth un-
employment and employment is rooted.
In his book, Getting Started, Paul Osterman examines the
historical evolution of the youth labor market. He observes
that prior to the turn of the century, there was little con-
cern about the adolescent stage and the labor market. From
the turn of the century onward, a national concern for youth
labor resulted in a wave of legislation on compulsory educa-
tion and child labor which made the employment of youth more
difficult, thus eliminating a segment of the population from
the job market.
The major social and economic transformations of American
society - technological innovation, mass production and dist-
ribution, and the creation of giant corporations - necessarily
required a rapid extension in schooling and a widespread re-
duction of youth labor. Osterman concludes that the central
characteristics of youth labor then, is its marginality - an
exclusion from the "stable portion" of the economy in an effort
to protect adult labor and minimize the competition for adult
jobs.
Harry Braverman recognizes the prolongation of the average
education period as an act to undermine youth labor. In his
Labor and Monopoly Capital, he argues that the increase in mass
schooling is a consequence of efforts to keep unemployment
within reasonable bounds. The Depression era showed a marked
increase in legislation restricting the labor force participa-
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tion of youth, the intentions being to postpone the school-
leaving age, and automatically reduce unemployment. The un-
employment problem was temporarily resolved with World War II,
however, there existed the fear toward the war's end that the
Great Depression would be revived with the return of the
soldiers. Braverman notes that the federal government inter-
vened to ward off this possibility; the proliferation of
educational subsidy programs was among the measures initiated
in an effort to stabilize the economy. Many of these programs
were geared to adults, i.e., veterans' educational subsidy;
however, as the notion of the connection between educational
requirements and occupational status was increasingly rein-
forced, more federal outlays were appropriated to educational
activities for the young. Consequently, by the end of the
1960's, the demand for an "educated" work population "began
to manifest itself as an oversupply".2
It is important to recognize the shift in perceptions of
unemployment while the notion of the education "needs" of the
workforce was being instilled in the general public. High
unemployment among the general population was first recognized
as a consequence of the Depression, of transformations
in the economy, the displacement of workers by automation and
technological innovations. As the employment situation of the
general population gradually improved, unemployment tended to
(2) Harry Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital, (New York:
Monthly Review Press, 1974), p. 438.
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settle more heavily among those persons with less formal
schooling. The problem was thus perceived not as the cause
of some economic transformation, but rather as a functional
inadequacy of the unemployed themselves in an economy that
demanded and "required" higher educational attainments. Much
attention was directed upon this theory in the 1960's when
social programs were launched to "upgrade" the economic con-
ditions of a special segment of the population.
Braverman contends that the continuing extention of mass
education essentially had no direct relationship to the educa-
tional requirements of the job structure or to job training,
but rather, was a function of limiting the growth of recognized
unemployment. The diploma increasingly became used as a
screening device, resting upon the naive assumption that high
school education would enhance the employment status of
individuals and simultaneously reduce unemployment.
Overall, the organizational function of the schools is
basically one of "teen-sitting", for there is little room else-
where in society for the young. The deterioration of the con-
tent of education became more rapid as the duration of school
attendance lengthened. The primary focus of the school was to
postpone the school-leaving age, its function having less to
do with imparting to the young the basic skills necessary to
function in society; some educational systems have difficulty
instilling even the basic literacy skills in twelve years that
once occupied eight. The increasingly deteriorating state of
the educational system could not remain unnoticed. In the early
-7-
sixties, the emphasis on vocational education for the non-
college bound student and young persons with academic "handi-
caps" was revived.
However, even with this shift, the proliferation of the
employment and training programs for youth that would emerge
in the 1960's and 1970's did not represent a reversal of the
educational trend or a radical solution to the flaws and de-
ficiencies of the educational system. Instead, the implemen-
tation of federal youth programs secured the marginal status
of youths in the labor market. As Osterman observes, they were
created to deal with the surplus of youth labor. The plethora
of youth employment and training programs were designated ex-
clusively to youth - the young segment of the population which
should be eliminated from the regular and more stable portion
of the job market, and segregated into a "special" labor market.
It stands to reason then, that those programs which served
a substantial number of youths - disregarding the quality of
services - were the most politically popular. The primary focus
of youth employment policy has been to create enough jobs, with
little concern for the quality of those jobs created. This is
further evidenced by considering a major thrust of youth
employment policy - juvenile delinquency.
The first manifestation of the government's concern about
the unemployment problem among youth in the early 1960's was
the enactment of the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses
Control Act of 1961. The juvenile delinquency issue had become
the focus of national concern during the fifties when delinquency
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rates had reportedly doubled. Since this antisocial behavior
maximized social tensions, and was prevalent primarily among
the young, delinquency was a convenient issue which would pro-
vide the framework for major employment and training develop-
ments of the period. The key issue was to take youth off the
street -- placing them in jobs was the solution to the problem,
for while minimizing social disorder, it should simultaneously
reduce the youth unemployment rates as well as delinquency rates.
What emerged was a plethora of programs designed to perform a
function of income-maintenance with at best, only short-term
effects on its target population.
While there is public recognition and general agreement
that a youth unemployment crisis does exist, there is great
diversity in assessments of the dimension of the problem and
its causes, and of the effectiveness of alternative public in-
terventions. Given the conditions under which youth employment
evolved, it seems apparent that "youth labor" or the "youth
labor market" are vague terms which have come to be considered
so self-evident that few attempt to grapple with their
ambiguity in explaining the phenomenon. The statistical sys-
tem used within the employment arena was not originally
designed or established with the intent of measuring or under-
standing the employment problems of youth, for certain age
groups were not even regarded as a segment of the work force.
In fact, specific labor standards prohibited the hiring of
young people up to a certain age. The earlier concepts and
definitions of "labor force participation", "employment" and
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"unemployment" statuses, were used in reference to adults,
primarily derived from the Depression experience when the
major concern was joblessness among the adult population.
For the most part, the primary issue was protecting adult jobs
and the role of youths in the labor market was insignificant.
Thus, the meaning of these concepts is nebulous when applied
to a segment of the population with a very marginal attachment
to the work force.
While measures have been adopted to exclude youth from the
labor market, young persons still constitute a significant
portion of the labor force. Their inclusion in the statistics
generates uncertainties about the validity and the meaning of
these numbers. How are youth unemployment rates measured? Is
equal weight given the 16-year old student looking for a part-
time job as the 35-year old unemployed teacher with a family
to support? Who are included in this "youth" category - what
ages are being counted? Is the unemployment situation of the
20 - 24 age category as "severe" as the 16 - 19 category, or
does the situation improve with age? If the latter is the case,
then why is there a concern about "youth labor"? Further, how
does the Bureau of Labor Statistics determine that youth un-
employment rates have reached "crisis proportions", or that
there is a youth unemployment problem at all? We must not
neglect the existence of uncertainties about what is actually
being measured by rates of unemployment regarding youth.
Clearly, this has been a major drawback in the scope of national
youth employment policies and programs to date.
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To improve our understanding of the youth unemployment
and employment problems, it is necessary to begin by improving
our understanding of the historical development of those prob-
lems - the economic, social and political context within which
the present conditions emerged. This study attempts to provide
a summary of these developments by highlighting the critical
issues which necessitate this understanding. A complete picture
of the functioning of what has become known as the "youth labor
market" would entail a thorough historical analysis of the
economic structure, the functions of the educational structures,
the manner in which prevailing conditions came into being and
how they were interrelated to the social and political forces
of the system as a whole.
It is beyond the scope of this paper to provide such an
analysis. However, the summary provided seeks to underscore
some aspect of each of those basic issues. Unlike much of the
literature on youth unemployment, this particular study attempts
to examine the dimension of the problem in terms of its root
causes - the "how's" and "why's" of the current dilemma, par-
ticularly as it effects Black youth. Its biggest contribution
may be that it fills a gap in the vast literature on employment
and youth, or that it lays the groundwork for further analysis
of a hitherto neglected aspect of the issues.
Chapter II identifies and defines the key pieces which
constitute the youth employment system. The system is defined
as that interrelated and complex network of people, institu-
tions/organizations, rules, and activities which presumably
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interact to achieve an ultimate delivery of services to youth
to rectify the employment problems common among the youth
population.
Chapter III reviews the legislative evolution of any laws
or policies relevant to youth employment and training develop-
ments. This section provides an examination of how any why the
youth employment system was created, with particular reference
to the political forces responsible for its creation. The
primary purpose of this section is to reveal evidence of legis-
lative intent (or espoused theory). This includes a review of
the trend of policy intentions over the past two decades.
Chapter IV focuses on the operational aspect (theory-in-
action) of the youth employment efforts. The section begins
with a discussion of some of the inherent limitations of evalua-
tion activities and innovative efforts (knowledge development)
which seek to improve the informational base of the youth employ-
ment problem. Examples of some of the most recent key program
evaluations are reviewed to show evidence of programs as
implemented. A critique follows each evaluative study review.
Chapter V concludes the inquiry; its focus is on the con-
sequences of the findings. This chapter includes a personal
analysis of the policies and programs which developed during
the past 20 years, with particular emphasis on systemic forces
which shape youth employment policy and highlight the prevail-
ing employment conditions of youth in urban areas.
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II
THE YOUTH EMPLOYMENT SYSTEM
In exploring the issue of policy intentions versus actual
outcomes of youth employment programs, it is important to ex-
amine the issue in a systemic context to understand the
emanation of the youth employment system. When one refers to
the "educational system" or the "correctional system", it
seems quite clear what these references signify. However,
the "youth employment system" is seemingly somewhat more vague,
thus more difficult to define. Employment is generally
associated with adults and their attachment to the labor
market. The meaning of employment as it relates to youth be-
comes clouded when it refers to a group of persons with
marginal and fluctuating connections to the labor force.
It is critical to question the real significance of youth
employment when a certain array of jobs are made available
to young persons and employer hiring practices tend to pre-
clude youth from the more stable jobs in the market. The
purpose of this section is to identify and provide insight
into the complex institutions and pieces which make up the
youth employment system.
An article entitled "The Blindness System" by Donald Schon
seeks to provide an understanding of the various institutions
which provide services to the blind. He defines this par-
ticular system as an "interrelated network of people,
organizations, rules, and activities".3  Included in this
(3) Donald Schon, The Blindness System", The Public
Interest, #18 Winter, 1970, p. 25.
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definition are: the target group (in this specific case, the
blind), servicing agencies or groups, training and research
efforts that affect the services, and policies and laws which
provide for these services. The youth employment system, as
defined in this chapter, is based upon this method of systems
analysis.
The youth employment system, complex and fragmented in
structure, is a composite of numerous interacting (sometimes
overlapping) agencies, groups and programs. Agencies which
serve as delivery agencies of services specifically to youth
exist at the federal, state, and local levels, and may be public
or private. (See Fig. 2.1)
Before turning to the various institutions which constitute
the system, it is useful to briefly discuss the youth population
to whom the whole system is presumably philosophically (and
contractually) committed.
The vast literature suggests several factors which have
attributed to the explicit concern for the unemployment crisis
among youth. Basic economic changes resulted in high unemploy-
ment rates, particularly in the late fifties and early sixties
when economic growth was stagnant leaving the economy in a state
of deep recession. Further, there was an insufficient match
between the rates of job creation in the economy and the recent
migration trends into the cities. "None of these trends would
have lead to a serious accumulation of employment and manpower
problems had they occurred in a dynamic economy", writes Garth
Mangum. "But the economy had lost its immediate postwar bouy-
-14-
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ancy and was being further restrained by anti-inflation and
balance of payments policies."4 Thus, prevailing high unem-
ployment rates became the focus of congressional concern
early in the 1960's. Within this, the even higher rates of
unemployment among youth could not be ignored. Yet, because
youth employment was still a vague concept, there was little
agreement on the national level about the actual dimensions
of youth joblessness and alternative directions for public
policy.
Delinquency was the first manifestation of an employment
problem among youth. Juvenile delinquency had been the focus
of public concern during the 1950's, a decade in which the
national rates of delinquency had doubled, according to federal
reports. During this decade the Ford Foundation had initiated
various projects to promote new ventures around the delinquency
problem; thus, juvenile delinquency was not a new issue when
it surfaced in the early sixties, but rather an extension of
the ideas already in the field. Piven and Cloward maintain
delinquency seemed a "fortunate issue" around which to frame
the major federal social effort of the 1960's, especially
the manpower and training developments. Clearly, the Juven-
ile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act of 1961 was
employment-oriented, as it provided for demonstration projects
including new work-study and employment programs to combat
delinquency.
(4) Garth Mangum, The Emergence of Manpower Policy,
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1969), p. 33.
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The postwar baby-boom was also emphasized in identifying
the youth unemployment problem. Labor economists and other
professionals addressed the issue of the structure of the
labor force and incapacity to accomodate the increased number
of youth which would enter the market. "Twenty years ago,
the baby boom crop of the white middle class created a
national obsession with the needs of the young." 5
One of the most fundamental aspects of the growing con-
cern for youth unemployment was the critical gap between white
and Black teenage unemployment rates. While pervasive
conditions effected the general youth population, unemployment
for Black youth was exacerbated by those conditions. This
was crucial at a time when racial crises filled the atmosphere
of many American cities. While much of the emphasis was still
placed on the baby-boom factor, legislators could no longer
remain oblivious to the inherent differentials in unemployment
rates for Black youth and their white counterparts. "More
legislatively than the actual rate of unemployment was the
publicity concerning the 'social dynamite' of its concentra-
tion in the slums and the imminent flood of post-World War II
babies, which would bring 40 percent more youth into the labor
force in the 1960's than had entered during the 1950's.",6
Social unrest of the sixties stemming from insistent demands
by the Black masses compelled politicians to face the severity
(5) Frank Viviano, "The New Lost Generation", Working
Papers for a New Society, Vol. VII, #5, Sep/Oct, 1980, p. 45.
(6) Garth Mangum, op. cit., p. 40.
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of the situation and to act on alleviating the problem. As
the employability and employment concepts of manpower policies
shifted from a concern for citizens displaced by technolog-
ical advancement and economic recession to the "disadvantaged",
"hard-core unemployed", and "less employables", youth would
necessarily be affected by such policies (particularly
minority youth, one target group designated as needing services
provided by these policies) given the politics of the issue -
juvenile delinquency. While the politics of the strategy
would remove youth from the streets, the employment oppor-
tunities provided could also be used to help Blacks, thus
minimizing social and racial tensions.
National Level - Public Sector
Federal agencies concerned with youth employment are
numerous and diverse. The two leading agencies are the
Departments of Labor (DOL) - Office of Youth Programs, and
Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). Education is a
critical aspect of most employment and training efforts
implemented to increase an individual's employability and
employment opportunities, a point I shall return to later
in this section.
As previously mentioned, providing employment for youth
was perceived as one method to combat juvenile delinquency.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development operates a
variety of youth programs which generate employment. HUD
programs are particularly important at the community level.
Though youth employment is not an issue of priority for the
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Department of Justice its Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention is deeply involved in problems
critical to youth employment. The Youth Conservation Corps
Act of 1970 established a pilot program dealing with con-
servation activities; the projects were to be administered
under the Departments of Interior, and Agriculture. Though
not direct providers of services, the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) is concerned with the allocation of funding
resources to the youth employment field. In a very real sense,
the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) played a major part
in the youth programs which emerged from war on poverty
efforts. The Department of Defense may be one of the largest
employers of persons under 24 years. Its experience with
education and training of young military recruits has been sub-
stantial.
Within this network of federal agencies are special
components responsible for youth employment-related research
and evaluation activities. Evaluation in the legislative
branch is generally conducted by the General Accounting Office
(GAO) and the Congressional Research Service (CRS), though the
former has engaged in youth employment research to a far
greater extent than the latter. Within the executive branch,
such research activities are generally undertaken by DOL's
Employment and Training Administration (ETA) - Office of Policy,
Evaluation, and Research.
It is important to note the role of the National Comm-
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ission for Manpower Policy. The Commission was established by
Title V of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
of 1973 to examine the myriad of issues involved in manpower
developments, and to advise federal agencies on directions for
manpower goals, policies, and programs. Since the inception
of Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA)
which amended CETA in 1977, the Commission has been active in
developing national policy options for youth employment
opportunities.
The implementation of YEDPA was primarily geared to
demonstration activities in an effort to discover what works
best for whom. After the first year of implementation,
President Carter directed a full-scale review of youth employ-
ment and training projects; under the leadership of Vice
President Mondale, the Vice President's Task Force on Youth
Employment was created to develop youth policies for the
1980's.
National Level - Private Sector
The youth employment system is also composed of numerous
private associations on the national level. They consist of
employers' associations, unions, youth-serving agencies,
research and technical assistance organizations, etc. Some
of the most popular ones are mentioned here. The National
Alliance of Businessmen (NAB) was particularly active in the
JOBS (.Job Opportunities in the Business Sector) program
initiated during the Johnson Administration. NAB has main-
tained its involvement in manpower training efforts since
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the shift in emphasis from public to private sector hiring.
The AFL-CIO is also concerned with youth employment
policies. The organization has particularly shown strong
opposition to President Reagan's recently proposed subminimum
wage law for teenagers.
Other major private agencies on the national level con-
cerned with employment opportunities for youth include:
the Urban League, National League of Cities-U.S. Conference
of Mayors, National Collaboration for Youth, National Foot-
ball League Players Association, and the YMCA.
State & Local Levels - Public Sector
The state and local level pieces are critical not only
to the composition of the youth employment system, but to
its operations as well. The state Employment Services (ES)
are generally perceived as incapable of meeting the employ-
ability needs of youth; in fact, the Employment Service
agencies have been criticized for its minimal cooperation in
programmatic efforts to achieve the most effective service to
youth. Despite the relatively low-key role of the state ES
in youth activities, local ES offices are often a major
source of recruitment and referral of applicants to existing
youth programs in addition to its job placement function of
"juniors" and adults.
The major institution with which the youth employment
system has maintained (and continues to maintain) a direct
working relationship is the educational system. Next to
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the employment programs themselves, educational institutions
serve the important function of providing direct services to
youth. More often than not, some aspect of education is
incorporated into the basic components of the program. To
a large extent, policy-makers (and the general public) believe
and support the notion that inadequate schooling is a primary
reason for chronic youth unemployment - that is, "an
insufficient match between the educational system's products
and the needs of the work force." 7 From the reorganization
of vocational education (Vocational Education Act of 1963)
to the most recent enactment of YEDPA (1977), greater efforts
have been made to link the educational system with the market-
place; the underlying concept of most employment and training
programs indicate that the schools are obligated to supply
salable skills to students in order to effectively compete in
the labor market. Vocational activities in the public
school system consume billions of dollars in public expendi-
tures to education. An example is Boston's newly constructed
Hubert H. Humphrey Occupational Resource Center of the Boston
Public Schools to which $35 million was appropriated, designed
to equip high school students with vocational preparation
needed in today's occupational market. Activities under the
educational component have been furthered by increasing partici-
pation of state colleges and universities in youth employment-
related projects.
(7) Viviano, Frank, op. cit., p. 43.
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Subsidized employment of individuals in the local public
sector has been one of the major strategies for providing
employment opportunities in an attempt to alleviate youth
employment, despite efforts to encourage more participation
of private employers. The public sector has been forced to
generate such opportunities because private employers are
generally reluctant to hire youth due to lack of education
and skills, undesirable work attitudes, and overall, the
adverse effects on the firms' profit-making operations.
Private employer participation and public efforts has not
been easy to achieve, especially in recessionary periods.
The Committee for Economic Development, a private group of
business and education leaders, noted concerns which con-
tribute to this lag in private support; "'...these activities
were imposing an undue burden on the firms' regular profit-
making operations, disappointments with particular program
results and impatience with the red tape and lack of stability
in funding and management frequently connected with federally
assisted programs. ',"8
The primary thrust of the enactment of CETA (1973) was
the decentralization of the myriad of employment and training
programs which had developed over the previous decade. Under
the legislation, greater decision-making authority was granted
to state and local jurisdictions. As part of the decentrali-
(8) James Singer, "The Private Sector for Hire" in
National Journal, Vol. 10, #6, (Washington, D.C.: Government
Research Corp., 1978), p. 237.
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zation process, the administrative provisions of the CETA
legislation established the designation of state and local
prime sponsors to administer the program and planning/plan
approval process. In Boston, the Employment and Economic
Policy Administration acts for the city of Boston as prime
sponsor of CETA employment and training programs. The prime
sponsor contracts with various local agencies to carry out
program activities. As a result, prime sponsors constitute
a very important part of the youth employment system; they
are responsible for assessing local needs and developing
program activities to meet those needs.
State & Local Levels - Private Sector
The initiation of the JOBS program during the Johnson
Administration was the first major private-sector initiative
in manpower and training. As recent as the Carter Administra-
tion, policy-makers have actively sought to encourage
participation of private employers in employment and training
efforts for young and disadvantaged persons. On the whole,
private-sector employment initiatives have increased for youth
as the federal government has provided incentives to private
employers to aid in these efforts. It is highly probable that
any employment initiatives launched by the new administration
will encourage full participation of the private business
sector.
While the push for private sector job opportunities has
most recently been geared toward profit-making industries,
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private non-profit agencies (particularly on the community
level) have generally been cooperative and influential in
youth manpower efforts. A sizable number of such agencies
have traditionally provided services, especially under the
Economic Opportunity Act when emphasis was placed on the
neighborhood-based agency to participate in efforts to
achieve manpower objectives. Still, recent youth legislation
(YEDPA) has mandated the participation of community-based
organizations in both advisory and operational capacities.
For the most part, educational activities undertaken by
the university have been within a private college setting.
For example, several demonstration projects under YEDPA have
been contracted with private universities (ioe., Corporate
Careers Demonstration Project, Employer Actions for Youth
Employment Demonstration Project - both with the University
of Houston; Junior Achievement Adaptation Demonstration
Project - Graduate School for Urban Resources and Social
Policy).
A number of private educational research firms have
aided in the policy-making process on youth activities. The
Educational Testing Service has come to play a significant
role in the research and evaluation field on youth programs.
In addition to educational research, large-scale research
activities have been undertaken by private-research organiza-
tions as well. For instance, Congress mandated extensive
research as part of the Knowledge Development Plan under YEDPA
legislation, a systematic approach to directing efforts which
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would address critical issues for future policies. DOL -
Office of Youth Programs contracted with the Manpower Demons-
tration Research Corporation (MDRC), a non-profit private
corporation, to conduct research on and oversee several of
the program operations under YEDPA. In carrying out the task,
MDRC subcontracted with other research and consulting firms,
such as ABT Associates.
Finally, the contributions of another private source(s)
deserve attention; the services provided by community
"acquaintances" make up a small, informal piece of the
system. This network consists of families, friends, and
neighbors, who offer employment opportunities to youth in self-
employed businesses (i.e., variety stores, cleaners, etc) and
personal services (i.e., baby-sitting, snow-shoveling, etc).
Further, such acquaintances are often effective contacts for
informing youth of other available jobs in the market.
Minimal attention has been paid to the value and impact of
this network, however, it's quite possible that its actual
contributions have been underestimated.
Policy Developments
Perhaps the most essential aspect of the youth employ-
ment system is the content and components of the employment
and training programs. Since the inception of youth programs
under the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 (MDTA),
subsequent developments have tended to build upon this legis-
lative piece in employment and training designs. Even the
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programs designed under the most recent youth legislation
(YEDPA) constitute essentially the same activities as those
of prior efforts; basically, they are extensions or modifica-
tions of past efforts.
Currently existing youth programs include: Young Adult
Conservation Corps (YACC), Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot
Projects (YIEPP), Youth Community Conservation and Improvement
Projects (YCCIP), Youth Employment and Training Programs (YETP),
all of which come under the Youth Act of 1977; Summer Youth
Employment Program, and Job Corps.
Before turning to the content and components of program-
matic activities, legislation and policies providing for youth
services are briefly reviewed here.* "Since the enactment of
the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 a series of
small currents, cutting new channels and probing new ground
have paralleled the flow of the mainstream training programs." 9
Subsequent employment-related developments up to current
intiatives are a direct outgrowth of MDTA policies and programs.
In addition to shifting the focus to improving employment
situations for the "disadvantaged", the amended MDTA of 1963
allowed an increased number of youth to participate in its on-
the-job (OJT) and institutional training programs. In the
same year, the Vocational Education Act was passed which
(9) U.S. Dept. of Labor, Manpower Administration,
Breakthrough for Disadvantaged Youth, (Washington, DC: U.S.
Govt. Printing Office, 1969), p. 1.
* A historical analysis of youth legislation is provided in
the next chapter, "Legislative Evolution".
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re-structured vocational programs for youth; an effort was put
forth to up-date vocational activities under the new legisla-
tion, as the previous system had been experiencing criticism
for its failure to adapt to emerging occupations as older ones
became obsolete. The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 further
stressed upgrading employability and employment of economically
disadvantaged persons; the high unemployment rate of youth
designated as economically disadvantaged was recognized as a
critical problem, and the EOA established the Neighborhood
Youth Corps - In-School and Out-of-School programs - and the
Job Corps. The Youth Conservation Corps bill was enacted in
1970 based on the concept of the Civilian Conservation Corps
of the 1930's. Though one of a few, the YCC did not stress
the targetting of its activities to disadvantaged youth;
rather, youth from "all" social, economic, and racial back-
grounds would be encouraged to participate. Despite legisla-
tive efforts to enhance employment opportunities for
disadvantaged youth, the unemployment rates for this group
continued to reach exceeding proportions in relation to
average youth unemployment. Presumably this was the primary
thrust of the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects
Act of 1977 (YEDPA), which amended the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA). Though enacted
four years prior to YEDPA, CETA represented a different
approach to continue the unfinished business of its
antecedents. ("Different" essentially refers to the shift
from categorical programs to consolidation of training and
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employment activities into one authority on the state and
local levels.) While CETA provides a mix of services for
adults and youths, YEDPA established service delivery
specifically to youth. The overall purposes of YEDPA are to
create jobs for unemployed and underemployed youth, and
simultaneously test a wide range of experiments and demons-
tration projects which would aid in the "knowledge development"
process.
Program Components
Basically all employment and training programs seek to
provide some combination of:
1) subsidized employment for job creation
2) employability development
3) income maintenance
Hence, presumably programs are designed to attain an
"efficiency" goal (#1, 2, above), and an "equity" goal (#3
above). The former refers to program impacts on individual
productivity while the latter refers to the income distribu-
tion structure. Internal conflicts between the two are
common in service delivery; rarely does a program achieve
both goals effectively or without maximizing one over the
other. Often a program's design drives delivery more toward
one goal, such as the summer employment programs which have
traditionally focused on achieving equity goals to minimize
social tension.
Historically, employment, employability, and income have
formed the basic components of manpower policies and programs;
though they may be tailored to meet the needs of a specific
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target population, may include several subcomponents, and may
vary in operational and administrative techniques, they are
the fundamental objectives of employment and training programs.
The specific services provided within these broader categories
were incorporated into the earlier manpower policies (MDTA,
EOA) and have remained unchanged for subsequent developments.
They include:
(1) Outreach and assessment: the use of techniques to
seek and recruit individuals who meet the eligibili-
ity criteria, and identify their specific employment
and training needs.
(2) Subsidized public employment: job creation in public
and private non-profit agencies.
(a) Work experience: jobs designed to encourage
good work habits, experience in working with
others and under supervision, and good perform-
ance.
(b) Public service employment: jobs which are
essential to the daily operations of an agency.
(3) Subsidized private employment: provides incentives
to private employers (through wage subsidies, train-
ing costs, or tax credits) to hire program particip-
ants in private sector jobs.
(4) Training: provides institutional (classroom) or on-
the-job (OJT) training for specific or general
occupations.
(a) Institutional
(1) Orientation: introduces participants to the
"world of work" and "coping skills" -
ability to work with others and in super-
vised situations, developing good work
habits, self-control, etc.
(2) Pre-vocational training: exploration of
vocational skills and interests.
(3) Skills training: training in specific or
general occupational areas.
(4) Remedial education: courses geared toward
upgrading basic literacy and math skills.
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(b) On-the-job training (may include a classroom
training component)
(1) Basic OJT: training on public and private
sector jobs, both subsidized and non-sub-
sidized.
(2) Work-education: combined OJT and institu-
tional training.
(a) Cooperative education: vocational ed-
ucation programs for in-school students.
Agreements established which allow
students to alternate OJT with class-
room instruction.
(b) Work-study: vocational education for in-
school, needy students providing
employment in non-profit private and
public agencies.
(c) Coupled OJT: OJT programs for out-of-school
youth combined with classroom instruction.
(5) Counseling: provides employment/personal guidance
to enrollees (i.e., occupational information).
(6) Supportive services: provision of specific services
to enrollees to facilitate participation in program,
e.g., transportation, child care, medical.
(7) Placement services: provide job matching services
including "job-seeking" assistance and job develop-
ment.
These form the basic components of youth employment and training
programs.* Some programs emphasize real work experience while
others stress training or attitude development. Some focus on
public employment jobs while others accent private sector
opportunities. For the most part, however, programs are
*For a more detailed review, see Mangum & Walsh, "What Works
Best for Whom", Youth Knowledge Development Report, DOL -
Employment & Training Admin., May, 1980, pp. 2 - 5 (This
part is derived from their review.)
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directed to the disadvantaged or hard-core unemployed.
Program content is based on the assumption that services
can mitigate youth unemployment and assist youth in the
transition from "dependency" to "independency" in labor
market status. This theory is prevalent in current youth
employment efforts, and can be traced back to the emergence
of earlier manpower legislations.
The total allocation of dollars to youth employment
and training is undetermined. However, it is certain that
federal outlays constitute the bulk of expenditures which
flow into the various service activities within the youth
employment system. During the Carter Administration, federal
investment in youth employment funding increased from $2.5
billion to a current level of $4.5 billion. 0
Summary
The establishment of the numerous and diverse programs in
the 1960's led to administrative inefficiencies which needed
correction for the long-term. The perceived need to consoli-
date and reorganize manpower programs was the major thrust
of CETA, but the pressure for change or realignment of man-
power functions had first surfaced during the Johnson Admin-
istration though little was accomplished.
Prior to 1962 when the role of the Labor Department was
(10) U.S. Dept. of Labor, Employment and Training Report
of the President, (Wash. D.C.: Government Printing Office)
1980.
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expanded to meet the needs of unemployed and disadvantaged
groups, the Department's activities primarily involved
managing labor disputes and statistics, and the federal
employment agency. With the expanded role, DOL was in
competiton for control over programs with HEW, OEO, and
others.
The surge of programs mounted during this era was a
response to the social tensions in urban centers. They were
designed (haphazardly so) to respond only to the short-term
needs of its' target group. The programs emerged as a pacific-
ation measure which could be used as a vehicle to restoring
social stability. Once upheaval had subsided changes would
occur within the federal manpower field.
By the time reorganization became an issue of frequent
discussion, the rapid growth of department programs had resulted
in a maze of rules, regulations, and administering agencies.
Anyone who could in some way fit into the manpower sphere had
a stake in employment and training for youth - lobbying groups,
businesses, education leaders, research firms, etc. Consequent-
ly, organizations became the clientele of federal employment
efforts. (This was true of manpower efforts in general.)
While the notion of "youth" needs were advocated, and while
seemingly "youth" were the clientele of program activities, the
organization was, in essence, the real client and organizations
essentially nurtured one another.
Manpower policies are closely followed by those who in
some way benefit from the services, particularly in the business
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field, e.g. AFL-CIO, Urban Coalition, NAB, Ford Foundation, etc.-
in both the public and private sectors. Employment policies
have long been shaped by the economic dominations of the corp-
orate sector. Since the federal government moved into the
social/human resources field, it has been guided by private
enterprise or corporate developments, and has thus molded its
policies accordingly. Youth employment policies are no exception.
Not only is the corporate sector nurtured by federal pro-
grams; organizations on all bureaucratic levels compete for
grants and assistance. Research firms benefit from such efforts,
as evaluation and research activities are required for most
public service programs. Universities get a piece of the
rock for participating in youth employment activities as well.
In sum, the irony of the issue is that the multiplicity of
organizations involved in the youth employment system target
services to youth, but in actuality, the organizations are the
beneficiaries. The rich get richer within the field and it's
not even questioned as to why.
Thus, in the late 1960's and early 1970's, the manpower
field underwent a process of reorganization. Some programs in-
volved in youth activities were eliminated or spun-off to estab-
lished agencies; the newly-created agencies such as the Office
of Economic Opportunity were gradually abolished. Further,
there was a decline in the enactment of legislation regarding
youth employment. The summer component of the NYC program was
maintained (though under a different title) with the abolishment
of OEO, as well as the Job Corps, however, most programs directed
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exclusively to youth were eliminated. In 1970, the conserva-
tion bill was established though clearly not targetted to
disadvantaged youth. It was not until 1977 that legislation
was once again enacted specifically directed to youth.
This reorganization process was the result of the politic-
al atmosphere and political power. The events which had sparked
the creation of the programs had subsided. While the city and
state governments had originally been bypassed, there was now
the push to channel monies directly into those governments; this
shift in control necessarily granted them the decision-making
authority to allocate resources as they saw fit. Though agencies
were eliminated, concern for the problem remained, but now under
the jurisdiction of old-line departments, e.g., DOL. Federal
government had accomplished its objective to restore social
order during a time of crisis. The political consequences
suggested it return to the "old" way of doing things.
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III
LEGISLATIVE EVOLUTION
The major theme of this study is that youth employment
policy is generally "ineffective" because it operates in a
system which is structured such that certain groups are ex-
cluded from the labor market, as previously mentioned. In
this section, the issue of intent is addressed. Evidence of
intent is primarily based on the legislative history under-
lying policy which lends itself to reveal what, in essence,
the policy-makers said they were trying to accomplish as
regards the youth unemployment problem. Here, it is signifi-
cant to review the wave or trend of intentions and policy
created over the past two decades. First, however, it is import-
ant to understand "outside" forces which have paved the way for
the legislative process.
Social scientists have looked at processes of reform
within a historical context and have provided documentary
evidence of the trends of social reform occurring in U.S.
history. The era which is of concern here is that of the
New Frontier/Great Society onward. It is important to note
however, that the events which occurred during this era and
the broad series of social programmatic efforts which emerged
from these events do not represent a marked beginning in social
responsibility by government, particularly the federal govern-
ment. Rather, this period is so crucial to United States hist-
ory - especially within a political context - because for the
first time, Blacks emerged as a political force in the nation's
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urban areas. In their introductory remarks, Piven and Cloward
state:
"The most submerged group in the United States rose and
shook American society to its roots. That does not hap-
pen often. When it does much is revealed about the
nature of institutions - especially about the nature of
political institutions - that would otherwise remain
unnoticed." (11)
Weinstein has reviewed social reform processes by liberal
governments and has noted that "the political ideology now domin-
ant in the United States, and the broad programmatic outlines of
the liberal state ... had been worked out and, in part, tried
out by the end of the First World War."1 2 Thus, while youth
employment programs, as well as a series of other social programs
geared to deal with poverty and the "urban crisis" significantly
emerged in the early 1960's, or the period of the Great Society,
the federal government had previously assumed a role in social
responsibility; though the circumstances and events may differ
somewhat, two major underlying factors compelled government to
assume such a role: political upheaval and social disorder.
Before turning to the discussion of benign intentions of
policy espoused in the legislative history, it is essential to
examine and understand the political context in which youth
youth employment programs, and social programs in general, were
launched. Much of the literature on the programs which evolved
during this era fail to address the importance of political forces
(11) Richard Cloward and Fances Fox Piven, Politics of Tur-
moil, (New York: Pantheon Books, 1974), p. ix., Introduction.
(12) James Weinstein, The Corporate Ideal in the Liberal
State, (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968), p. ix., Introduction.
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at work and the political environment from which these programs
emerged. Rather, the bulk of literature tends to focus more,
for example, on why the programs worked for some and not for
others, or failed to work at all, (i.e., mismanagement, uncertain-
ty about the issues, ambiguous goals, bureaucracy, etc.) with
little emphasis on the political role which essentially shaped
the policy and programs and inevitably, the results that follow-
ed.
This period was marked by an explosion of the issue of
race initiated by Blacks themselves; Black demands maintained
a distinctive position in inner-cities throughout the nation,
as "Black power" and the "urban crisis" became major concerns
of all levels of government and high on the national political
agenda. However, this explosion did not develop autonomously
or by chance. "What accounts for the initiation of anti-poverty
and other programs ostensibly designed to deal with the 'urban
crisis', and the subsequent troubles that beset them, was ...
the profound political realignments that had been taking place
in the United States over the preceding two decades. ,l3 Pro-
found transformations in economic and social life had been
occurring - i.e., the mechanization of Southern agriculture -
which resulted in massive migratory patterns of Blacks from
rural South to the North, where they primarily concentrated in
the core areas of the nation's largest urban centers. This
shift in the movement of Blacks yielded some political leverage
(13) Cloward and Piven, op. cit., p. 273.
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to the newcomers, as large and expanding numbers produced a
significant impact on the electoral system. Consequently, the
vote of the urban newcomers became a critical issue to the
Democratic administration and the political interests at stake,
particularly in the large cities which were essentially "the
14
economic and political heart of the nation". Thus, the
national Democratic party, being dependent on the cities,
especially the ghettos which formed the bulk of voting power,
resultingly sought means to conciliate Blacks. The outcome
was a series of novel programs evolving from the Kennedy-Johnson
administrations geared to the "disadvantaged" to combat urban
problems and the "pathology of the ghetto".
Resistance was a key factor in determining just what and
how much Blacks received and accomplished as a result of their
newly acquired political "power". Rising conflicts between the
Black newcomers and the older white constituents were prevalent,
for as Blacks demonstrated and laid down demands, whites counter-
demonstrated and likewise, laid down demands usually in opposi-
tion to Blacks. Mayors and city officials were generally more
responsive to the demands of their long-time white constituents,
and to this group, most goods and services were provided at the
expense of Blacks. (A classic example is the urban renewal proj-
ects which later gained notoriety as "urban removal" projects
due to the displacement of Blacks in the cities for rehabilita-
tion efforts geared to higher incomes for higher economic and
profitable ventures.)
(14) Cloward and Piven, op. cit., p. xi., Introduction.
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The tension caused by this shift in the urban structure
was of great concern to the Democratic administration, and
developing an approach which would integrate and placate Blacks
without simultaneously alienating the white constituents became
a major project on the agenda. Hence, a conglomerate of social
programs evolved geared to the urban ghetto. "It made little
difference whether the funds were appropriated under delin-
quency-prevention, mental-health, anti-poverty, or model-cities
legislation; in the ghettos the programs looked very much
alike."15 What did make a difference however, was that these
innovative efforts not impinge on the interests of other groups.
Thus, whites generally became increasingly complacent as con-
cepts such as the "urban crisis" or "ghetto pathology" and
"community development" were emphasized, for this assured them
that the social maladies common amongst Blacks, i.e., family
deterioration, welfare dependency, substance abuse, crime, etc.
would be dealt with within the ghetto boundaries, not their
neighborhoods; in fact, they could simultaneously benefit from
these new approaches.
Not only were the interests of the white constituents at
stake with the emergence of the social reform programs, but
also the interests of various other groups. One such group
central to this study is business corporations whose role was
a vital force which helped to shape much of the policy and pro-
grams developed during the era. "...in the current century,
(15) Cloward and Piven, op. cit., p. 276.
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particularly on the federal level, few reforms were enacted
without the tacit approval, if not the guidance, of large
corporate interests."l6 Weinstein addresses social reform
as it developed through a process of "extra-political negotia-
tions between various social groupings"1 and the controlling
forces of large corporations over American politics. He
asserts that the major underlying objectives of the liberal
state and the ideal of social responsibility are to maintain
and increase the efficiency of the status quo. Though the
espoused or stated theories of social reform efforts such as
the "war on poverty" reflected the notion of "people" before
"profit" (seemingly anti- big business), in essence, they dis-
guised the real power and influence corporations possessed
within the American political system. "False consciousness of
the nature of American liberalism has been one of the most pow-
erful ideological weapons that American capitalism has had in
maintaining its hegemony." 18 As the review of the legislative
history will point out regarding manpower and training programs
in general, these efforts were presumably shaped, expanded, or
eliminated to respond to the economic trend of the time and a
changing industrial society. "Changes in articulated principles
have been the result of changing needs of the most dynamic and
rapidly growing forms of enterprise."1 9
(16) Weinstein, op. cit., p. ix., Introduction.
(.17) ibid., p. xv.
(_18) ibid., p. xi.
(19) ibid., p. xii.
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Legislative History
The complex nature and competing views of youth employment
has made it difficult to determine clearly the reasons for the
youth unemployment problem. After years of research on youth
labor market problems and federal involvement in substantial
programmatic activities geared to solving these problems, there
remains the lack of definitive answers to some of the basic
questions on youth employment; still today, it is questionable
whether major youth programs have produced a significant impact,
and to what extent policy developments have been based on a
complete and certain understanding of what will really help
the problem.
The most common explanations of skyrocketing unemployment
rates of youth and the general problems confronting this group
in the labor market are:
---Job availability: increased demand for youth is slow
due to structural (economic) changes, cyclical condi-
tions, etc.
---Wages: minimum wage increases which affect the costs
of hiring labor has reduced the number of youth jobs.
---Youth characteristics: youth are generally perceived
as having higher turnover rates (short-term temporary
jobs), a lack of education and job skills, and poor
work attitudes.
---Labor market information: youth generally tend to lack
the knowledge of the "world of work", how to find jobs,
etc.; the gap is more critical for those youth who do
not have close contacts (i.e., family, friends) who
participate in "good" job networks.
---Competition: with the influx of women and illegal aliens
in the labor force, youth must compete with these groups
for available jobs.
---Illegal activities: youth prefer to participate in the
underground economy where earnings are higher and the
work is more desirable.
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Policies and programs have thus been created based on these
common hypotheses which have been the "findings" of innumerable
studies. One important issue which has gained prominence since
this wave of concern about youth employment is that of Black
and minority youth unemployment. There exists a critical gap
between the unemployment rates of Third World youth and their
white counterparts. Though there has yet to be implementation
of policies capable of rectifying the unemployment problems
facing Black youth, policy-makers have recognized the severity
of the problems, as their benign intentions in shaping policy
have been to respond to the "special" problems of minority
youth, commonly referred to as "disadvantaged".
Overall, the purpose of this section has been to review
the explanations of the youth unemployment crisis; in so doing,
the ground has been broken for the legislative evolution which
highlights the intent to surface those issues and hence, counter-
act the problems through policy. As we will see, the general
focus of social (employment) policy is to increase an individ-
ual's employment, education, and training; that is, to provide
employment, and to enhance employability for long-term effects
through training and employment subsidies, and supportive serv-
ices. (See Fig. 3.1.)
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FIG. 3.1
Employability, Employment, Income
The Policy Integration Triangle
SOURCE: Employability, Employment and Income,
Garth
1976)
Mangum,
p. 19.
by
Sat Lakse City: Olympus Publishers,
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Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act of 1961
The juvenile delinquency concept was a critical factor
in laying the groundwork for other pieces of legislation that
would evolve concerning youth employment. In fact, ironic
as it may be, delinquency laid the groundwork for most of the
social reform measures of the period, whether they came under
the title of model-cities, urban renewal, or antipoverty,
for all their activities were similar and even overlapping in
some cases.
Juvenile delinquency gained widespread concern during the
1950's when delinquency rates escalated. The Ford Foundation
had assumed an "entrepreneurial role" under its public affairs
department focusing on inner-city problems, one of which was
delinquency, in an effort to "stimulate reform among the
various people and organizations whose activities somehow affect-
ed those urban problems."20 Based on the "opportunity theory"
concept, the Ford Foundation increased its involvement in
delinquency prevention by 1960, and by promoting the concept,
generated a profound interest in juvenile delinquency amongst
legislators and the incoming Democratic administration.
("Opportunity theory reflects the notion that delinquency is
the result of conflicts between aspirations and actual oppor-
tunities, which are scarce and unequally distributed in our
society. Thus, the implication here is that the answer to
reducing delinquency is to provide greater and more equal
(10) Cloward and Piven, op.cit., p. 288.
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access to opportunities primarily through education and employ-
ment measures to ghetto youth.)
The delinquency issue is interesting because it conven-
iently served as a framework for federal programmatic attacks
on poverty. While tension between whites and Blacks was still
mounting around the issue of demands and services and who got
what, the emphasis on delinquency emerged at the most opportune
time; while providing new benefits and services to Blacks,
delinquency prevention efforts were simultaneously appealing
to whites who had become threatened by rising delinquency rates.
Further, the delinquency problem would soom become a major
vehicle for expanding organizational activities, particularly
on a local level.
On May 11, 1961, President John Kennedy submitted an
executive order to establish the President's Committee on
Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime, composed of the Attorney
General (Robert Kennedy at the time), and the Secretaries of
Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare. The overall
purpose of the order was to combat juvenile delinquency which
represented "a national effort to strengthen our social
structure and to correlate at all levels of government,
juvenile and youth services."21 The order further requested
that "research to develop more effective measures for the
prevention, treatment, and control of juvenile delinquency and
(21) U.S. Code Congressional and Administrative News,
87th Congress, 1st Session, 1961, Executive Order #10940,
P.L. 87-274, p. 1307
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youth crime be broadened."22 The primary functions of the
Committee were to "review, evaluate, and promote the coordina-
tion of activities... relating to juvenile delinquency and
youth crime"2 3 amongst Federal agencies, in addition to
encouraging "cooperation" between Federal agencies and state,
local, and private nongovernmental organizations "having
similar responsibilities and interests". Hence, the structure
and composition of the Committee would allow for the formation
of a collaborative network among an array of diverse agencies -
e.g., educational, employment, correctional, welfare, etc. -
whose activities could be redirected, or made congruent with
the programmatic innovations of the time.
The Committee proceeded to accomplish its immediate task
of drafting new legislative measures for delinquency "preven-
tion, treatment, and control". The first piece of legislation
enacted was the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control
Act of 1961 which provided federal appropriations of $10 million
for "demonstration and evaluation projects" which would
lead to "a solution of the Nation's juvenile delinquency control
problems."24 The bill also provided for the training of
personnel and technical assistance on prevention and control
methods. Consequently, sixteen pilot delinquency and youth
development projects were established.
(22) 87th Congress, 1961 op.cit., p. 1307.
(23) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News,
op. cit., p. 1307.
(24) ibid., p. 644.
-47-
Manpower Development & Training Act of 1962
An attack on the structural impacts of unemployment was
more (politically) expedient and feasible than an attack on
the root causes of unemployment. Given the political atmos-
phere, the main objective underlying federal intervention was
to integrate Blacks into the urban political system by reaching
ghetto neighborhoods through program services. The federal
government intervened by extending funds directly to those
communities - bypassing state and local levels - thus, creating
pressure on local governments for a reallocation of services
such that Blacks would get a bigger share. Therefore, to deal
with the basic causes of unemployment would have been more than
the government could handle; the location and characteristics
of those for whom unemployment was most severe were readily
observable and manpower policy (rather than employment policy)
was the most expeditious approach to deal with the unemployment
issue.
While legislation was geographically structured, federal
aid was appropriated to "economically depressed" areas first;
while legislation was also characteristically structured, the
focus of policy was on training skills and education.
Accordingly, the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962
(MDTA) was enacted "relating to manpower requirements, resources,
,, 25
development and utilization...
(25) U.S. Code Congressional and Administrative News,
87th Congress, 2nd Session, 1962, P.L. 88-214, p.29.
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The purpose of the bill was to enable "workers whose
skills have become obsolete to receive training which will
qualify them to obtain and hold jobs." 26 Under its provisions,
the bill also provided for services to employed persons to
upgrade their skills as well.
It was not until the following year, however, when MDTA
was amended with an emphasis on youth training. An increased
number of youth were allowed to participate in classroom and
on-the-job training activities provided under the bill.
A major justification for passing the bill was that voc-
ational education and its training methods had become obsolete.
The bill received wide support and enthusiasm as several
committees made recommendations for program expansion. The
Special Senate Committee on Unemployment Problems recommended
expansion of facilities for "preparing young people to enter
the employment market", and a "nation-wide vocational training
program... including specialized courses"2 7 for drop-outs.
On the rapid technological progress in the country, the 1961
report of the Joint Economic Committee of Congress expressed
concern for "large scale displacement of workers whose produc-
tive efforts and creative abilities are lost to the Nation if
not trained for the jobs to be done in an advanced society." 28
Finally, a 1961 report of the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment reflected strong support for a "program retraining un-
(26) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News, 1962,
op. cit., p. 1502.
(27) ibid., p. 1503
(28) ibid., p. 1504
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employed in depressed areas."2 9
The purpose of the amended bill regarding youth was to
extend "special duties" to the Secretary of Labor to provide
job counseling, and occupational training to persons 16 to
21 years of age. In addition, training allowances would be
provided "for those whose need was greatest".
There was some debate concerning the definition of
occupational training; incorporated into the legislative
history was this:
"Since the objective of the program is to enable the un-
employed to acquire the skills and knowledge needed for
available jobs, success in this area requires a careful
appraisal of their full training needs. Therefore, if
some 'academic' work is required as part of the skill
needed to qualify for a job, then inclusion of such
work in the training program is entirely in order...
occupational training...necessarily is 'tailormade'
training. Specific training for a particular occupation
is the central ingredient." 0
Convincing evidence generated an enthusiastic response to
the proposed emphasis on youth training programs; it was the
general feeling that expansion would "lead to a more effective
realization of the aims of the basic program - the return of
unemployed workers to the productive mainstream of society." 31
Support was extended by those "most qualified to appraise the
achievements and deficiencies" of the program: federal, state,
and local governments, advisory committees, businesses, and
labor unions. Further, an increase in the labor force partici-
(29) 87th Congress, 1962, op. cit., p. 1504
(30) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News, 1962
op.cit., p. 1332-1333.
(31) ibid., p. 1339
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pation rate over a one-year period, combined with increasing
unemployment rates of the 16 - 19 year old group were even
more evident of the need for program expansion.
While the majority favored expanding youth training,
there were a few whose adamant opposition to the amendments
was made obvious. Minority views reflected particular concern
about the training allowance provision as an incentive for in-
school youth to leave to take advantage of the program, in
spite of the "safeguards" incorporated in the act to prevent
drop-out incentives:
"The pending bill authorizes a tremendous expansion in
the so-called training of youth... At a time when almost
every area of the Nation is deeply concerned with the
problem of school dropouts, this legislation extends
to the youth of our country an engraved invitation to
drop out of school and to receive Federal payments...
Here again is an example of a broad new Federal program
being introduced without proper regard for the objective
to be achieved and without any reasonable effort being
made to coordinate existing programs and facilities."(32)
For fiscal year 1963, Federal obligations (in millions)
for institutional (classroom) training programs under MDTA
were 55.2, and 135.5 for fy 1964; by fy 1972, obligations had
increased to 355.7. For on-the-job training programs author-
ized under MDTA, appropriations were considerably less;
Federal obligations (in millions) for fy 1963 were 0.9, and 6.6
for fy 1964; by fy 1974, obligations had increased to 90.6.33
(32) U.S. Code Congressional and Administrative News, '62
op. cit., p. 1342.
(33) National Commission for Employment Policy, Expanding
Employment Opportunities for Disadvantaged Youth, Report #9,
(Wash. DC: 1979), pp. 153-156.
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Vocational Education Act of 1963
It is true that education policy is primarily concerned
with general education, unlike employment policy which concen-
trates more on "skill training" and the generation of jobs;
however, for the purposes of this study, one aspect of educa-
tion policy deserves special attention in discussing youth
employment policy: vocational education. Vocational education
was significant in the eruption of social legislation of the
period. It was particularly crucial because it was perceived
as one force which could significantly impact the unemployment
problems, and because education was advocated by so many actors
involved in the policy-making process on employment issues.
Before turning to the discussion of vocational education,
it is important to stress the distinction between employment
and education policy. A clear-cut definition of employment
policy is difficult to ascertain, as it involves an array of
interests and actors combined with the fact that it tends to
overlap with education policy. For the purposes of this sec-
tion, I will refer to a definition of employment policy provid-
ed by Mangum:
"Manpower policy is concerned with the development and
use of human labor as an economic resource and as a
source of individual and family income. The relative
priorities given these two aspects of manpower policy
depend upon the economic and political circumstances...
employment policy involves the use of the federal
government's fiscal and monetary powers to affect the
general levels of employment....manpower policy embraces
the demand side of the economic equation in the creation
of jobs for specific individuals, groups, and locations.
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It covers the supply side in the development of skills.
It bridges the two in the matching process."(34)
This definition summarizes the espoused intent of the federal
government and the significant developments which occurred in
employment policy over the past twenty years.
Just as the social and political events of the time paved
the way for new legislation on employment issues, so too did
these events shape the pattern of some areas of public educa-
tion. Emphasis on college preparation within the high school
curriculum lessened, and the shift tended to focus more
attention on the "non-college bound" or those for whom the
traditional public school system was seemingly not beneficial.
Hence, efforts to treat vocational education as an integral
part of the whole educational system began to gain prominence.
Further, vocational education would be another vehicle used to
enhance federal efforts to form a collaborative network between
institutions whose activities were relevant to the delinquency
issue, either directly or indirectly.
Having been shaped by the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 and the
George-Barden Act of 1946, the Vocational Education bill of 1963
received overwhelming bipartisan support and was enacted provid-
ing for the improvement and expansion of vocational education
opportunities. The bill reflected a need to relate "educational
goals" more closely to "economic realities", as its
(34) Garth Mangum, "The Development of Manpower Policy,
1961-1965", Dimensions of Manpower Policy: Programs & Research,
(Baltimore: Jons Hopkins Press, 1966), p. 29-30.
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stated purpose was "...to expand Federal financial assistance...
to assume vocational education opportunities for all citizens
will be of high quality, and realistic in terms of the Nation's
actual manpower needs and job opportunities. ,35
Throughout the legislative history of the Vocational Educa-
tion Act, the issue of needs in a changing economy in terms of
manpower skills was addressed, and legislative intent focused
on strengthening vocational education programs to respond to
those needs. Research and development had provided supporting
evidence which served as a basis of the argument:
"Automation and technology while eliminating many jobs
are creating a greater need for different kinds of
employment in which greater skills are required.
This technological revolution requires the extension,
expansion, and improvement of our vocational education
programs..." (36)
Much of the empirical evidence which helped shape the bill
derived from a study conducted under the authority of a special
advisory board. In 1961, a panel of consultants on vocational
education was established; it was primarily composed of experts
from the education, labor, industry, and agriculture professions,
representatives from the Departments of Agriculture and Labor,
and members of the "lay public". From this special study of
six representative states, and including 3,733 public high
schools, the panel recommended an overall expansion in Federal
aid to vocational education. Besides the rhetoric on tech-
nology and changing work patterns relating to skill obsolesence
(35) U.S. code Congressional and Administrative News,
88th Congress, 1st Session, 1963, p. 1293.
(36) ibid., p. 1294.
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and improved training efforts, the panel reinforced the
notion of cooperation or "partnership" between the local, state,
and federal agencies to accomplish high quality vocational and
technical education.
Among the several recommendations proposed by the panel,
one in particular summarized the overall objective of the
programs:
"Vocational education must...provide training or re-
training for the millions of workers whose skills and
technicial knowledge must be updated as well as those
whose jobs will disappear due to increasing efficiency,
automation, or economic change."(37)
What was not clearly spelled out in the proposed recommenda-
tions was how this objective was to be achieved. The legis-
lation called for a "broadened definition" of vocational
education for all occupations; business and office work was to
be added to this new definition; vocational agriculture was
re-defined to include training for any occupations related to
the field of agriculture; training for home economics would
not be confined to home activities, but involve "homemaking
skills for which there were employment opportunities".
Because the proposed restructuring of vocational educa-
tion was to be made an integral part of the public educational
system, clauses which showed a preference for Blacks or
minorities were carefully omitted. Instead, these opportuni-
ties would be made equally available "regardless of race, sex
scholastic aptitude, or place of residence." The bill was
(37) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News, 1963,
op. cit., p. 1295.
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geared to a specific target group however:
-high school youths preparing to enter the labor market
or become "homemakers";
-"special needs" youth with academic, socio-economic
or other "handicaps" which hinders their success in
the regular high school environment;
-Out-of-school youth or adults preparing to enter the
labor market;
-unemployed youths and adults in need of training to
achieve "employment stability".
In addition, the bill provided for a five percent set aside of
funds for research and pilot projects for "special needs"
youths, particularly those in "economically depressed" areas
and those having "special academic or socioeconomic" problems.
As a result, $60 million was appropriated for vocational
education projects during its first year of operation under
the new bill.
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
In 1964, President Lyndon B. Johnson urged the Nation to
commit its resources to a "total war on poverty". Consequent-
ly, the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) was created with
funding appropriations of $800 million during its first year
of operation, and $1.5 billion the following year.
Increased recognition of the profound impacts of unemploy-
ment on youth and Blacks was a primary impetus to the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 (EOA). It is necessary to recognize,
however, that whatever good intentions and promises EOA held
it posed a threat to established state and local political
institutions. The war on poverty bill contained scarce
reference to state agencies; in fact, the provisions of the
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act allowed OEO maximum flexibility in choosing to interact
with state and municipal organizations. The EOA was visible
proof of the national government's intent to deal directly
with the local neighborhood level deliberately ignoring state
and city governments.
It is hardly surprising that local officials were ready
to resist and challenge such federal action which essentially
would diminish their control over services and thus, their
political power. Local white politicians were disturbed over
what changes in distribution of services would incur for their
traditional white constituents as a result, a change surely
to jeopardize established constituent relations.
Several factors were instrumental in this shift of the
national political stance on direct aid to neighborhoods. The
notion that the emergence of an urban society as a dominant
influence on 20th century politics was a key factor. Urban
officials perceived their role as more appropriate to deal
with the "urban crisis" than the role of the state, which
presumably was more favorable and responsive to rural issues,
and lacking the capacity to effectively deal with urban prob-
lems. Further, to ensure that services would reach Blacks
and ghetto neighborhoods, it was essential to secure such a
(federal-local) relationship.
But the process did not stop here; federal officials had
to discover and adopt an approach to deal with political
problems in the cities and hostile local bureaucrats. The
national government found it necessary to restructure municipal
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services in order to maintain its allegiance to Blacks.
Various approaches to attaining municipal reform were tried.
Local government slowly recaptured some of its control over
services but it was made obvious that the federal government
was still the dominant force. Specific guidelines were imposed
on the use of funds for services; requirements that agreements
be negotiated between local officials and ghetto residents
precipitated funding in many cases; finally, "maximum feasible
participation" of citizens was incorporated as a new develop-
ment in "participatory democracy". Thus, it was not accidental
that eluding control state and local entities had over Great
Society programs by reaching directly into ghetto neighborhoods
yielded much controversy; in fact, the idea was to stimulate
Black demands for services, pressuring local government to be
more responsive to those demands. If for little else, the
role of the Great Society progams, particularly EOA, certainly
stands out as politically mobilizing the poor, and specifically
Blacks.
The purpose of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 was
to "combat" and "eliminate" poverty. While this legislative
piece proposed and implemented a series of programs geared to
several target groups "to attack the causes of poverty - lack
of education, poor health, absence of marketable skills, and
unstable family life"3 8 this section is only concerned with
(38) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News,
88th Congress, 2d Session, 1964, P.L. 88-452, p. 2901.
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those aspects central to this study - youth programs. Under
Title I, EOA provided for the creation and expansion of
employment, education, and training programs for youth from
"impoverished" homes.
Presumably the EOA was established to help the poverty-
stricken; though somewhat inexplicit, it was primarily geared
to Blacks. However, the language of the legislation allows
for program participation by all persons - Black and white -
in need of services to rise from impoverished environments.
Further, persons who are not poverty-stricken or even close to
the poverty income line may be allowed to benefit from program
services under the terms of the legislation. For example,
under Title I, Part A on the Job Corps: the program "will seek
to enroll those young persons, age 16 to 21, for whom the best
prescription is a change in surroundings and associates". The
program is "designed to serve the needs of ... young Americans
who are out of school and out of work or who are employed in
dead-end jobs ... who find the exit from a life of poverty
blocked by lack of opportunity to improve their skills and
,,39
capacities .
Two types of youth programs fall under EOA - Job Corps
and Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC). The two differ in struc-
ture and content. The underlying theory (intent) of the
Job Corps is that youths from impoverished homes must be re-
moved from that environment in order that training be effective.
(39) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News, 1964
op. cit., p. 2903.
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Thus, legislation requires that enrollees "live in either
conservation or training centers in rural or urban areas".
Both are residential. The conservation centers are located
primarily in national parks and forests, which exposes youth
participants to "a healthy, out-of-doors life where the
discipline of work and new skills will be learned while our
Nation's parks, forests, and other natural resources are
improved."40 The urban training centers provide vocational
and educational training either through public or private
institutions, or through the Job Corps itself. The programs
are "designed both to build up new skills and to instill
habits and attitudes essential to future employment. ... the
entire core of the program will be based on building each
individual's employability..." Overall, under the legislation,
the Job Corps was perceived as a panacea for the unemployment
problems of disadvantaged youth, as a "resource whereby some of
our disadvantaged youth will learn to contribute to society
rather than to take from it." 41
Unlike the Job Corps, the NYC program is non-residential
and basically provides employment in jobs requiring minimal
skills, rather than equipping enrollees with salable skills
and education. NYC is "designed to give unemployed young
men and women, aged 16 to 21 ... a chance to break out of
poverty by providing them with an opportunity to work, and
(40) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News, 1964,
op. cit., p. 2904.
(41) ibid.
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through work, a training experience not now available to
them in private employment or under any existing Federal pro-
gram."4 2 Though NYC has both an in-school and out-of-school
component, the program tends to emphasize the importance of
continuing or resuming school attendance so as to "increase
employability".
In spite of opposing (minority) views, EOA amendments
of 1965, 1966, and 1967 called for continued operation of
programs, particularly job training and work experience pro-
grams "believed to be the wisest use of the limited resources
made available under this act". For example, the 1966
amendments mandated that the NYC out-of-school program be
combined with education and other training assistance such as
occupational skill and basic literacy training; in addition,
this component was to be expanded to include on-the-job train-
ing in the private sector: "...priority should be given to
projects that provide good training opportunities as well as
the potential for enrollees to improve their skill and move
upward on the occupational ladder."43 Convinced that the Job
Corps had made a "significant contribution to the eradication
of poverty", 4 4 the program was expanded to include non-resi-
dential demonstration projects under the 1967 amendments.
The amended bill also reflected a need to devise a system which
(42) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News,
89th Congress, 2d Session, 1966, p. 4270.
(43) ibid., p. 4275.
(44) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News, 90th
Congress, 1st Session, 1967, p. 2433.
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would pull together manpower programs. In the same year,
President Johnson issued an executive order providing for the
. 45.
coordination of youth opportunity programs. Two committees
were established as a result of that order:
1) President's Council on Youth Opportunities, respons-
ible for "assuring effective program planning" for Federal
youth programs, particularly summer projects, and for
"strengthening the coordination" and evaluating effectiveness
of youth programs;
2) Citizens Advisory Board on Youth Opportunity, respons-
ible for advising the President and the Council (above) on
ways to "enhance the opportunities of disadvantaged youth",
improve coordination of youth programs, and involve local,
State, and private agency efforts in the improvement of youth
opportunities.
In addition to urging increased involvement of private
industry in the youth programs, another major concern of those
in opposition to the amended bills was the reorienting of the
program authorization; they proposed that those involving
educational activities (Job Corps, NYC In-School) be adminis-
tered under the HEW Secretary, and job training activities (NYC
Out-of-School) be administered under the Labor Secretary,
whose presumed roles were more appropriate given the types of
activities involved in the projects. This issue was also of
concern to the local school boards who saw methods of govern-
(45) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News, 1967,
op. cit., Executive Order #11330, p. 3466.
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ment intervention (such as these program activities) as ex-
treme and domineering:
"...the extensive Job Corps educational programs in
basic academic skills and vocational training will
be beyond the control of the school boards ... the
Federal Government would in effect be able eventually
to take over all school board functions relating to
vocational education and the education of working
students and potential dropouts ... the language used
in the act reflects this undermining process."(46)
Yet, modified and adapted, these programs continued to operate
in an attempt to expand and enchance "meaningful" opportunities
for disadvantaged youth to break from the poverty cycle.
Youth Conservation Corps Act of 1970
Government bureaucrats and policy-makers have long recog-
nized the "need" to involve the private sector in manpower
training efforts; they have advocated for intensifying govern-
ment - business relationships as a solution to reducing
unemployment. By the late 1960's, it was becoming more evident
that the role of the private sector in federal manpower programs
was increasing. The Nixon Administration was certainly an
example of a government's preference for involvement of the
private sector in federal projects where possible; employment
and skill training of the "hard-core" unemployed is one area
where it was made possible.
Few new policies regarding youth employment were created
during this time. Instead, appropriations were increased for
(46) Congressional Records, Volume 110, Part 12, House
of Representatives, Hearing, July, 1964, p. 15952.
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expansion or continuation of existing youth programs under
MDTA and EOA. Since the enactment of these two legislative
pieces, mounting support for manpower training programs had
developed in Congress. For example, despite the fact that
summer youth programs tend to focus on income maintenance and
stop-gap work (action theory) rather than substantive educa-
tion and training (espoused), a program like the NYC summer
program in 1970 was "crucially important to urban areas. The
youth work program is referred to by manpower specialists as
'antiriot insurance'". Thus, funding sources for such pro-
jects types would always be made available as a guarantee to
prevent disruptive action.
The enactment of the Youth Conservation Corps in 1970 was
the newest in legislation regarding federal youth employment
efforts. While the bill was not new in concept but, rather
generally based on the conservation activities of the Job Corps
and the earlier Civilian Conservation Corps, it sought to
establish a pilot summer program for persons 14 to 18 years old,
to participate in "work and educational projects in our
national parks, forests, recreation areas, wildlife refuges,
and other public lands administered by the Department of
Interior and Agriculture..." In addition to providing work
experience, the program would enchance enrollees' "understand-
ing of the natural environment", "stimulate" youth to attain
(47) Silverman, Marcia, "Hill conferees vote 30-per
cent hike in department's budget for fiscal '70", in
National Journal, Vol. 1, #9, 12/69, p. 434.
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greater goals, and provide a "forum for discussion and mutual
understanding between youth of all socioeconomic and racial
,,48
origins .
Several factors account for the opposition with which
the bill was met. First, the bill granted no priority to
"disadvantaged" youth, as most programs contain a "built-in"
preference for such persons. The events of the sixties had
not yet grown stale, and while the majority of the social
programs were primarily geared to the poor, programs which did
not specifically target services to the "disadvantaged" were
politically unfavored. In a letter to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, OEO's Acting Director, Bertrand
Harding stated:
"We do not think that it is likely that under such
enrollment standards, many youths from poverty
backgrounds would be selected for participation
in this program". (49)
According to the legislation, enrollment would be open to
youth from "all" (or "varying") social, economic, and racial
backgrounds.
Second, the short-term nature of the program was thought
to dilute the usefulness of the experience. Finally, this
program would only overlap and duplicate alternative summer
youth opportunities already available. Overall, opposing
views reflected a concern for high costs exceeding benefits.
(48) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News,
91st Congress, 2d Session, P.L. 91-378, 1970, p. 3755.
(49) ibid., p. 3762.
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Another program which was politically favored in the
late sixties and early seventies, though for different reasons
than the summer programs, was JOBS - Job Opportunities in
the Business Sector. Sponsored by the National Alliance of
Businessmen, the JOBS program was a major on-the-job training
effort initiated in 1968 whereby the federal government
would finance an employer for hiring and training "hard-core"
unemployed persons. Though not exclusively limited to youth,
participation by persons under 22 years of age was permitted.
This group made up less than half of the total percentage of
JOBS participants in 1969. Of the increases in spending
earmarked for manpower programs for fiscal 1970, the JOBS
program was the one which received the largest appropriation.
Sar Levitan, vice chairman of the Manpower Policy Task Force
maintained:
"'This type of program fits right in with Republican
ideology. It is a businessman's answer.'"(50)
Youth Employment Demonstration Projects Act of 1977
The pouring in of federal monies to disadvantaged
communities for social programs during the sixties created a
maze of projects which overwhelmed the government's adminis-
tering capacity. By the late sixties, when President Nixon
took office, the question of coordinating manpower programs
(50) Silverman, Marcia, "Unemployment rate tests ability
of JOBS program to maintain pace", National Journal,
Vol. 2, #12, 3/70, p. 603.
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into a comprehensive system persisted, and now the issue
was hotter, the debate was heavier, and the new administration
was more determined.
Labor Secretary George Schultz had proposed decentraliz-
ing manpower efforts by shifting control to the states - a
prime example of Nixon's "New Federalism"- in an attempt to
simplify and consolidate the existing scattered nature of the
programs. However, the proposal was met with opposition in
both Senate and House hearings, especially among Democrats.
Senator Gaylord Nelson (.D-Wisc.) and Senator Walter Mondale
(D-Minn.) were amongst those who opposed the proposal because
of its failure to address rising unemployment by not providing
any new job creation efforts. They also questioned the source
of "power" under this restructuring; many groups with an
important stake in manpower efforts were skeptical about the
proposal because of power struggles that would ensue under the
reorganization, i.e., cities vs. states, cities vs. suburbs,
etc. Such skepticism was especially strong because it is a
common practice for state and local governments to neglect
certain groups who lack a strong political voice or represent
a weaker constituency. Thus, critics suggested that the
Department of Labor retain more control than authorized under
the proposed bill to ensure, for example, that high priority
be given to the training needs of Black youth from poor families
in the delivery of program services.
After several years of contention between the Nixon
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administration and politically powerful members of Congress,
they reached a compromise about manpower reform which would
channel monies directly to state and local governments with
limited federal control. Though limited, Congress insisted
that the Secretary of Labor retain some strong powers as part
of that compromise. Consequently, the Comprehensive Employ-
ment'and Training Act (CETA) was enacted in 1973; underlying
this shift from categorical programming to revenue sharing
was the notion that state and local governments are closer
to the people, and therefore, will be more responsive to the
needs of the underemployed and unemployed persons in their
localities; the intent was to authorize these governments to
develop programs "tailored" to fit their local labor market
structures. CETA would replace MDTA and EOA, however, the
Job Corps would continue under Title IV of the new act.
The principal (stated) purpose of CETA was to provide
employment and training opportunities for "economically dis-
advantaged, unemployed, and underemployed" persons; the
underlying theory being that such opportunities will "enable
them to secure self-sustaining, unsubsidized employment". 51
This theory has been a primary impetus for manpower and skill
training programs in general since their inception. It is
also the basis for those who contend private sector involvement
is necessary for training programs to be effective or enable
(51) U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training
Report of the President, (Wash. D.C.: U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, 1979), p. 30.
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those trained to compete in the mainstream of the economy.
CETA, as enacted in 1973, did not provide for special programs
targetted exclusively to youth, except the Job Corps which had
already been in existence. This did not mean, however, that
youth were excluded from any CETA services. That is, if a
youth "qualified" for services under the legislation, s/he
was able to participate.
It was not until 1977 that CETA was amended under the
Carter Administration to include employment programs geared
exclusively to youth (Title VIII), As part of his economic
recovery/stimulus package, Carter proposed increased job
creation with a particular emphasis on private sector in-
volvement; the Youth Employment Demonstration Projects Act
(YEDPA) represented one aspect of the package providing
employment and training opportunities for youth. YEDPA was
one of the "far-reaching" measures adopted with a federal
committment to challenging youth unemployment. The objectives
of the act was to try an array of "demonstration" and
experimental approaches over a two-year period, evaluate the
programs and their results, and from this, develop recommenda-
tions for a "long-term natiqnal policy" on the youth
employment crisis.
Four new initiatives were created under the Title VIII of
CETA; presumably they were designed to take a more "comprehen-
sive" route to problems of youth unemployment which required
extensive cooperation and collaboration among various agencies
interested in the issue. This is particularly true of the
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educational systems because one of the priority concerns of
the Labor Department in implementing the projects was the
relationship between "future employability" and school com-
pletion. "...the proposed bill initiates the kind of
collaborative processes ...required in order to build bridges
between the world of education and the world of work".52
The programs include:
1) The Young Adult Conservation Corps (YACC): -
patterned after the Civilian Conservation Corps of the 1930's
and the more recent Youth Conservation Corps (1970), the aim
of YACC is to provide "useful conservation work" experiences
("labor intensive") to youth 16 to 23 years old. Eligibility
criteria encompasses youth who are unemployed and meet the
age requirements from "all" socioeconomic backgrounds, though
preference may be extended to youth from designated high-
unemployment areas.
2) Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects
(YCCIP):- primarily geared to out-of-school jobless youth,
YCCIP seeks to provide "constructive work" for 16 to 19 year
old youths on projects having "lasting and beneficial community
impact". Activities under this part are structured to develop
the vocational potential of enrollees in a well-supervised
work environment; they include rehabilitation of public
buildings, home weatherizations, etc.
3) Youth Employment and Training Programs (YETP):- YETP
provides a "broad variety" of employment and training pro-
(52) U.S. Code Congressional & Administrative News,
95th Congress, 1st Session, 1977, PL 95-93, p. 1037.
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jects which will enhance the job prospects and career pre-
paration of low-income youth between 16 and 21 years with the
"most severe" employment problems. Program eligibility is
based on family income standards. Though the program is
targetted to both in-school and out-of-school youth, there
is special emphasis on in-school programs to improve the
linkages between the educational system and programmatic
employment efforts.
4) Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP):-
in pursuing the school-work issue, this part authorizes
several demonstration projects to test the potential effects
of a guaranteed job as a method of inducing youth to complete
high school. The program is targetted to "economically
disadvantaged" youth, between 16 and 21 years, who are
"dropouts or dropout prone". A stipulation of YIEPP is that
enrollees must attend high school to acquire a diploma or its
equivalent, and achieve minimum standards in school and on
the job.
An initial appropriation of $1.5 billion was earmarked
for YEDPA activities for an 18-month period. According to the
National Journal, Labor Secretary Ray Marshall anticipated
60% of enrollees to be Black and other minorities.5 3
The Carter Administration was well commended for the YEDPA
as a proposed measure to mitigate the youth unemployment
(53) Singer, James, "The Plans for Putting People to Work"
National Journal, Vol. 9, #39, 9/77, p. 1484.
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problem. In addition to Members of Congress, other interested
groups - i.e., state/local officials, community agencies,
AFL-CIO, etc. - supported the legislation, some with few
reservations.
At a hearing before the Subcommittee on Employment,
Poverty, and Migratory Labor, Senator Hubert Humphrey stated:
"This bill is an excellent 'first step' toward a com-
prehensive solution to the complex and disturbing
problem of high unemployment among our nation's young
people." (54)
However, Sen. Humphrey recognized some loopholes which he and
Sen. Javits addressed in a proposed amendment to the bill.
Among the recommendations were:
-increased funding to create more than the 200,000 jobs
proposed in the act, which is only "a drop in the bucket
when there are 3.4 million youth unemployed"(55);
-more emphasis on programs for in-school youth, such as
expanding work-study and on-the-job training
-development of occupational information systems
Mayor Kenneth Gibson, President of the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, supported the YEDPA legislation but also raised some
issues which he felt could undermine the goals:
"The Conference of Mayors and the League of Cities fully
support the philosophical and conceptual bases for this
effort ... but it does contain some serious defects...
the provisions of the President's bill do not suffi-
ciently target dollars to the most disadvantaged youth -
inner-city minority teenagers."(56)
In addition to the allocation methodology and insufficient
(54) U.S. Senate, 95th Congress, 1st Session, Youth
Employment and Training Act of 1977, Hearings before the
Committee on Human Resources, 1978, p. 106.
(55) ibid., p. 110.
(56) ibid., p. 122.
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funding, Mayor Gibson expressed further concern that the bill
places "too little emphasis on the diversity of urban youth
needs and local resources."57
Conclusions
Following an exhaustive study by Vice President Mondale's
Task Force on Youth Employment, President Carter launched a
major initiative that was to "constitute the most comprehen-
sive youth employment and training program ever accomplished
or envisioned in our nation.58 For this investment, the
president asked that an additional $2 billion be earmarked for
basic education and literacy programs in the schools, and to
enhance efforts to link the educational system and the labor
market. In essence, it was a modified version of the YEDPA
of 1977.
Today the fate of the youth employment situation lies in
the hands of the Reagan Administration. Many observers would
argue that a conservative approach which eliminates the mass
of employment programs which developed during the 60's and 70's
is a more effective one; it is more capable of cleaning up the
mess of past administrations, more able to alleviate the un-
employment problem through the imposition of "subminimum wage"
laws and reindustrialization initiatives; for isn't it true
that social efforts of the past 20 years only reached miniscule
(57)U.S. Senate, 95th Congress, op. cit., p. 124.
(58)Office of the White House Press Secretary, un-
published report, Remarks of the President at Youth Employ-
ment Announcement, 1980. p. 3.
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numbers? that unemployment rates, particularly of Black youth,
have persistently reached crisis proportions? and poverty still
exists?? In maintaining their defense of the more liberal
approach, other observers would contend that in spite of the
chaos and pandemonium created by these efforts, social programs
are still needed for certain groups in our society, and with
improved planning, research and development techniques, they
can work.
My main point is whether conservative or liberal, it is
important to look beyond the legislation at the existing forces
which shape legislation. The policy-making process is pre-
cipitated by some force(s) which are most often obscured in
legislative intent. It is important to look at the political
context within which the youth employment efforts evolved.
The evolution of the social programs of the sixties stem from
more than a "concern" of the political leaders about poverty
issues and the "urban crisis", The real source of concern was
focused on the social disorders of the time. This is not to
slight the concern for social problems, such as juvenile
delinquency, for example, for indeed it was a disturbing issue.
At the same time, juvenile delinquency must also be perceived
within a political context: it was threatening to the white
constituents, and it was also a "convenient" issue around
which to develop other symbolic activities, or social policies
to pacify the people and restore order.
The vagueness and ambiguity of the language of legis-
lation also warrants attention here. The "special" problems
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of "disadvantaged" persons, Blacks in particular, exerted
strong influence in the establishment and passage of much of
the legislation, particularly the earlier pieces. Yet, one
questions, in reading the legislation (espoused theory), for
whom the activities are specifically targetted. One also
questions what is actually to be gained by those for whom the
programs are ostensibly designed? Thus, built-in fuzzy clauses
which purport to helping Blacks (by calling them "disadvantag-
ed") are safeguards to keep whites satisfied and at the same
time help Blacks. What inevitably results is increasing
competition for too few slots between more jobless whites and
fewer Blacks.
Finally, the legislation neglects institutional and
systemic forces in seeking to mitigate youth unemployment.
Although policy-makers recognize that these factors do exist
by criticizing failing structures (i.e., schools) which agg-
ravate the problem, they divert attention from this aspect
of the problem and instead focus on other approaches. It is
more politically feasible to deal with characteristics of
unemployed persons - illiterate, poor, Black, live in econom-
ically depressed areas, etc. - than to attack the root causes
of the problem. For example, the YEDPA proposed funding
boosts for generating literacy projects in the existing
educational system; that is, a proposal to throw more federal
aid into the same structures that have been criticized for its
continual failures to educate, and still graduates "functional
illiterates".
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An important systemic force neglected in legislative intent
is that the job and labor market structures are controlled by
business interests. It is clear from the legislative history
that national policy-makers assume that this structural problem
can be dealt with in a non-structural way. That the distribu-
tion of jobs is embedded in the hands of the private corporate
sector is a critical factor which receives minimal attention
in any national employment policy simply because government
won't challenge or attempt to change the structure of the economy.
Government itself is dominated by institutions within the nation-
al corporate economy. It stands to reason then, that youth
employment policies operate on a false, self-contradictory
premise; its' impotence in making structural changes is a con-
tributing factor in the ineffectiveness of youth employment
efforts as a whole. National policy-makers should recognize
that the goal of big business is profit-maximization, with little
concern for social repercussions. Further, youth employment/
unemployment will remain a problem no matter how many policies
and programs are implemented, as long as policy-makers don't
seek to change the structure of the economy or bring corporate
power under social control.
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IV
IMPLEMENTATION: A REVIEW OF MAJOR PROGRAMS
Introduction
The early 1960's marked the beginning of a decade in
which the issue of domestic poverty was revived within a
political and intellectual context. Though this period did
not represent the first time in history that the federal
government had assumed a role in "social responsibility",
it was a critical period in that it represented a drastic
expansion in the federal role within the social policy arena.
This surge of federal intervention sparked much concern and
debate especially because social problems were traditionally
the affairs of the state and private organizations.
The social, political, and economic events of the period
set the stage for the array of social programs that would
emerge. Economic transformations were occurring in the
United States which had a profound impact on Black people; for
southern Blacks, the impact was greatest, for the mechanization
of agriculture disrupted their means of livelihood. Thus,
agricultural modernization resulted in a massive movement of
Blacks from the rural south to the urban north.
Rising resistance was a critical factor which resulted
from this wave of migration; as the number of newcomers to
the cities increased, the more upset the established political
order became. Tension grew between the older constituents
and the newcomers. Blacks began to demonstrate and demand
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services in one area after another, i.e., schools, jobs, etc.
At the same time, whites engaged in counterdemonstrations for
those same services in which they had a stake, resisting the
encroachment on what they felt was rightfully "theirs".
The disruptive action by the Black masses in the cities
combined with their expanding voting power compelled the
national Democratic party to move to rectify the situation.
It was crucial to restore order, but equally crucial to main-
tain the political support of the millions of Blacks who had
recently gained some political leverage in the electoral
system. What resulted was a federal initiation of a broad
series of social programs ostensibly designed to deal with
urban problems. While appeasing Blacks, this effort would
simultaneously appeal to whites, first because the euphemisms
referred to suggested that the new activities were geared to
the ghettos, not to white neighborhoods, and second, because
whites, too, had something to gain from such activities.
This extensive method of intervention to bring about
significant social change via massive government programs on
such a large scale was a deviation in federal social responsi-
bility. Social scientists and administrators became increas-
ingly concerned about the effectiveness of these bold new
policies and programs which expended large outlays of federal
monies. Evaluation research thus gained prominence in
scrutinizing federal programs; often, "scientific proof" was
a prerequisite for funding and re-funding activities.
The limitations of evaluation designs have allowed the
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evaluation itself to be shaped by the environment in which
it is undertaken. Evaluations have come to be used in
legitimizing the actions of decision-making authorities. In
reinforcing the status quo, or in defense of what ought to
be, an evaluation may retard the possibility of change in
organizational activities. The new federal efforts of the
sixties is a case in point. Social scientists and other
professionals, especially those from the universities, served
to justify the need for the new urban programs. They formed
to represent researchers, advisory committees, consultants,
and the like. They were persuasive in presenting "convincing
evidence" on the new measures as "scientific cures" for the
new social ills of the time. Though symbolic in nature,
theoretical concepts such as "comprehensive programs and
"coordinated planning" were promoted by influential advocates;
at the same time, they obscured the underlying political in-
tentions. Further, they welcomed the opportunity to further
their own professional interests as a result of the new strat-
egy. On the other hand, rather than retarding change,
evaluations may legitimize an act to de-fund or terminate
specific programmatic activities. Much of the scandal around
the antipoverty program was the result of evaluation results
showing "loose administration" or "mismanagement" of funds.
Consequently, antipoverty programs were gradually terminated
or continued under established agencies once social disorder
had subsided.
The political overtones of evaluation are easily dis-
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cernible. From the initial decision to conduct an evaluation
to the ultimate findings and dissemination of results, evalua-
tion is a political act. An evaluation is presumably designed
to yield information about a program's worth and to effect
resource allocations. This information is equally important
to legislators, administrators, and the general public. The
interests and interactions of the various participants within
the bureaucracies as they relate to one another from distinct
positions of power, influence, and authority make up the
environment in which an evaluation is undertaken.
Evaluation research is often subjected to forces within
the program's political environment which hinder research
efforts and ultimately shape its findings. On the surface,
the role of the evaluator is perceived as an objective or
neutral one. In examining the political context in which
evaluations are conducted, it is evident that the evaluator
too, has motives which influence results. In carrying out
the task, the evaluator often structures an evaluation such
that it can be biased toward discovering desired or pre-
determined results, depending on the political environment
in which it is undertaken and the motives of the actors in-
volved.
It is important to observe the value conflicts and
disparate roles of participants to further highlight the
political barriers to evaluation. The distinct values and
interests of major participants in the decision-making process
determine the response to evaluation, and determine further
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the ultimate impact of the evaluation. That an evaluation may
threaten organizational existence is of major concern to those
involved. "Bureaucratic structures tend to perpetuate them-
selves. The goals of a bureaucracy are survival, stability,
power, and growth. These goals may conflict with the programs'
goals ... "59
It is usually the case that evaluation research is opposed
by program administrators, managers, and others at the opera-
tional level. On the contrary, support for evaluation research
is usually stimulated by those at the policy making level con-
cerned with resource allocation decisions and "scientific proof"
regarding those decisions. For example, federal agencies
responsible for evaluation, e.g., Department of Labor, focus on
program administration and operation; here, emphasis is placed
on program impacts in light of objectives versus accomplish-
ments, which aid in decisions about operation, funding, and
policy directions. Program managers, who are necessarily
advocates as well, favor continued existence and/or expansion
in program services. They do not relish the idea of their
programs being subjected to the scrutiny of an evaluation;
they have vested interests in program continuity. They seek
to demonstrate to the funding authorities that they are meeting
a great need without the need for evaluation; however, in so
doing, program people are careful, for "solving" the problem
suggests that the organization can thus be eliminated, but at
(59) David Banner et. al., The Politics of Social Prog-
gram Evaluation, (Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing Co., 1975),
p. 38
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the same time, a negative evaluation also lends itself to
weaken the organizational structure.
Evaluation studies of the Great Society programs are
illustrative of political factors which impeded evaluation
efforts to further activities and maintain existence. The
issue of delinquency presented an opportunity for various
organizations to initiate and expand its' functions. "Compre-
hensive" was in effect, a concept which lumped together
various activities presumably designed to eradicate one
social.problem or another; the "comprehensive" approach
accomodated diverse organizational interests, with each group
focusing on activities relevant to its own interests, rather
than on the total set of actions. Evaluation studies did
little to surface the symbolic nature of the programs; they
contained inherent drawbacks and limitations. The community-
attitude survey was a meager indicator for developing
"pertinent research on institutional structures"60 for example,
such as the distribution of employment opportunities or
educational deficiencies. In addition, evaluation research
of program outcomes generally required some method of quanti-
tive measurement; the qualitative and fluid nature of social
conditions made it difficult to subject program impacts to
such measurement indices. Further, forceful opposition to
research activities which disrupted the priorities of service
delivery or could undermine program services also thwarted
(60) Frances Fox Piven and Richard Cloward, Politics of
Turmoil, (New York: Pantheon Books, 1972). p. 303.
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evaluation progress. In short, the basic theories on which
program efforts were predicated were too abstract and broad
to be tested or even effectively evaluated, for these basic
theories on delinquency, or urban poverty, etc. were middle-
class professional perspectives of the problem. Evaluation
designs merely reinforced those notions.
Levitan and Wurzburg postulate that the potential of
evaluation research is further limited by several "flawed
assumptions" in the foundation of social program evaluation:
"The most deficient was held by social scientists who
asserted that systematic inquiry could successfully
disaggregate social problems into discrete packages
treatable with individual policy prescriptions.
Another underlying weakness was the belief held by
scientists and evaluators that if more accurate and
reliable information were available, legislators and
administrators would use it as a basis for enacting
and implementing legislation. Third, evaluators,
trusting the power of their tools, presumed themselves
able to identify important program variables in a
real-life setting and to isolate and describe changes
induced by policy."(61)
Policy analysts are cognizant of these flawed assumptions
inherent in evaluation; although the use of evaluation as a
tool for policy analysis has diminished, it is these same
assumptions which still form the basis of evaluation activi-
ties in the social sciences today.
Notwithstanding the several functions of research, the
primary purpose of evaluation research is to produce and pro-
vide information to aid in the decision-making process.
Evaluation research is usually undertaken to compare intended
(61) Sar Levitan and Gregory Wurzburg, Evaluating Federal
Social Programs, An Uncertain Art, (Kalamazoo: W.E. Upjohn
Institute, 1979), p. 6-7.
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effects with observed effects (or outcomes of action).
Within this process, evaluators ultimately seek to establish
a mechanism for rationally allocating resources, that is, to
determine the direction of specific resources which will pro-
duce "the biggest bang for the buck". In essence, evaluation
research of social programs is designed to answer three basic
questions:
-should the program be continued/expanded?
-should the program be modified?
-should the program be terminated?
The limited potential of social program evaluation has be-
come recognized by policymakers. Despite advances in evalua-
tion tools and methodology, the inherent limitations of
evaluations have been substantially meaningful in determining
the extent to which they impact the decision-making process.
Often, the contribution of evaluation is only incremental.
"Most evaluations have, at best, only modest effects on the
development and refinement of policies and the implementation
and administration of programs. The degree of agreement be-
tween evaluation findings and prevailing policy is often the
most important determinant of how findings are regarded."6 2
In short, it is the political implications, the diverse values
and interests in a given political environment, which dictate
the impact of program evaluations rather than the evaluation
itself.
(62) Levitan & Wurzburg, op. cit., p. 132.
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In the preceding chapter, I have reviewed the history of
several legislative pieces relevant to youth employment policy
as evident of legislative intent and the trend of those in-
tentions over the past twenty years. This review helps to
understand how and why the youth employment system was created.
This chapter is a follow-up of the previous; while
Chapter III deals with the issue of intent, this section is
concerned with action or operation. The purpose of this
chapter is to show evidence of programs as implemented (theory-
in-use), and is supported by a review of some key evaluation
studies on youth employment programs.
Background on the Youth Knowledge Development Effort
It seems ironic that after eighteen years of public ex-
perimentation with employment and training programs geared to
the youth population, program/policy analysts are still trying
to understand the magnitude of the youth unemployment crisis,
particularly for minority youth. Policy-makers are still con-
cerned about the same questions that seemed answerable eighteen
years ago- why does youth unemployment continue to reach crisis
proportions relative to adult unemployment? why is there a
higher concentration in the nation's inner-cities, specifically
among minority youth? what are the best methods of intervention
which could serve to alleviate the youth unemployment problem?
Despite the massive array of research and programmatic
activity conducted over the preceding 20 years, the information
and knowledge we have about what interventions do and do not
work is at best vague and at worst non-existent.
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While much has been "discovered" and learned about the
scale and nature of youth unemployment as a result of past
research and evaluation activities, it was the general percep-
tion of legislators by the late seventies that a firm inform-
ational base was still lacking for public policy-making
regarding youth employment interventions. With the passage of
the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA)
in 1977, a congressional mandate for a "knowledge-development"
plan was incorporated as an integral part of the act. The
Office of Youth Programs (OYP) was established in the Employment
and Training Adminstration (ETA) that same year with the respons-
ibility of implementing an "ambitious agenda" of research,
evaluation, and experimental activities supported by or
mounted in conjunction with the knowledge development effort.
The primary aim of YEDPA was, therefore, to improve the overall
information base within a "demonstration" context; presumably
this would provide Congress and the Administration with
sufficient information to develop and implement youth employment
policies for the longer-term.
The underlying assumption of the knowledge development
effort was that past research and evaluation activities yielded
few gains in raising public consciousness about youth unemploy-
ment problems, the effectiveness of public interventions, and
alternative approaches. Based on these past lessons, YEDPA
would involve a range of coordinated activities, with an
emphasis on research and assessment; the knowledge development
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plan consists of hundreds of separate research and experimental
activities which have been structured such that each piece is
significant individually, but also interrelated with the other
activities. As a result of an integration and synthesis of
the range of projects undertaken, quality information derived
from YEDPA efforts would address the basic concern of policy-
makers and thus, help answer and resolve a "limitless array of
issues".
Research and assessment components which do not provide
direct benefits to youth include numerous organizations. For
example, the Brandeis University Center for Public Sercice and
Center for Employment and Income Studies, Northeastern Univer-
sity Center for Labor Market Studies, and the Manpower
Development Research Corporation have all been active partici-
pants in the youth knowledge development plan.
Prior to the implementation of YEDPA, there existed no
such comprehensive approach to research and evaluation of
youth employment interventions. Evaluations were primarily
conducted in a piece-meal fashion, and rarely coordinated or
integrated in a concerted systematic manner. In essence, some
evaluations carried more weight than others in terms of im-
pacts on the policy-making process.
The YEDPA knowledge development mandate builds upon the
lessons from past research and evaluation efforts. In order
to realize its own goals and potentials, the shortcomings of
past activities had to be recognized. Research activities
previously undertaken have been criticized for several reasons:
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--they emphasized discovering innovative approaches
rather than on improving conventional programs;
--evaluations were directed in defense of funding
levels rather than on the "critical" issues;
--rigorous statistical techniques were applied to
a qualitative, complex social problem (i.e.,
analysis of costs and benefits, assessment of
economic outcomes);
--minimal attention devoted to disseminating and
synthesizing the vast findings, that is, under
utilization of results, and little, if any, impact
on the decision-making processes;
--utilization of inadequate and inaccurate program
management information systems;
--excessive use of case studies, thwarting the capa-
city to generalize about the problems.
To improve in these problem areas, the youth knowledge
development efforts emphasize organization and dissemination
of the products "to assure full exploitation of the findings".
The primary focus of this chapter is on implementation
and the operational aspect of youth employment interventions.
The information here is based on the evaluation activities of
two projects geared to economically disadvantaged youth.
These activities have been undertaken to facilitate the
knowledge development efforts, and ultimately impact future
youth policies. The youth projects are the Job Corps and the
Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP). The latter
section of this chapter reviews an assessment of "what works
best for whom", also a contribution to the knowledge develop-
ment plan.
With the exception of the research provisions under YEDPA,
the content of the programs which deliver services directly to
youth are basically the same as those implemented over the
past two decades. Included in the content is some form of
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institutional or on-the-job training, counseling, work
experience, and supportive services. Thus, the most innova-
tive aspect of YEDPA is presumably, its evaluation and re-
search component. For this reason, I chose to base this
section on specific evaluation projects generated from this
innovative method. Further, given the conceptual and
technical problems of past experiences in program evaluation,
I chose to discuss only the most recent studies on these
major programs.
The bulk of the evaluations on youth employment and
training programs seek to assess two basic types of impacts:
Economic impacts - focus on net effects on labor force
status, employment, earnings, program
costs vs. benefits, as a direct
result of participation in program;
Noneconomic impacts - concentration on effects on partici-
pants' interpersonal relationships
(family, community), attitudes,
motivations, level of antisocial
behavior (i.e., criminal) directly
resulting from program participation.
Often program evaluators concentrate soley on one impact type,
but they usually combine some aspects of both to achieve
desirable results.
Evaluations are necessarily structured around the objec-
tives of the program. Basically all employment and training
programs seek to effect an individual's employment, employ-
ability, and income status. The goals of the program are thus
twofold: to achieve both an "equity" goal and an "efficiency"
goal. Most often, however, programs are designed such that
higher value is placed on one goal at the expense of the other.
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In keeping in line with these goals, the options for measuring
program accomplishments or outcomes are few. A bulk of
evaluations focus on employment stability and earning gains
following program participation. In others the focus is
directed on program impacts on school retention, or the effects
on dropout rates. The terms applied to "success" measures may
differ within any given evaluation, however, the measurement
variables are indicative of some aspect of employment, employ-
ability, and income change resulting from program services.
The Job Corps
The Job Corps is generally perceived as "the most ambitious
63
of all federal manpower initiatives". Indeed, it is one of
the few youth programs which has maintained its survivability,
despite the controversies and attacks the program has ex-
perienced over the years. The aim of the program is to improve
the employability of disadvantaged youth, 16 - 21 years of
age, by removing them from "their debilitating environments"
and providing them with a host of services (basic education,
vocational training, and supportive services) in a healtheir
setting. The bulk of the Job Corps centers are residential,
however, a few urban nonresidential centers were added in the
seventies as an experiment in servicing youth in their "own
backyards".
The Job Corps was originally established by the Economic
(.63) Robert Taggart, "Employment and Training Programs
for Youth", From School to Work: Improving the Transition,
(Wash, DC: U.S. Govt. Printing Office, 1976), p. 119.
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Opportunity Act of 1964; the program was later transferred
to the control of DOL in 1969; eventually, it was incorporated
into CETA in 1973. With the enactment of YEDPA, the Job Corps
was expanded and restored some of the budget cuts it received
during the early 1970's.
The Job Corps program has been evaluated and assessed
more than any other youth employment programs primarily because
of its cost (in FY 1980, the cost per enrollee exceeds
$12,000 64), but also because it is conceivably "the most inten-
sive investment in human resources, providing the best test
of whether comprehensive services can alter the lives of
severely disadvantaged youth."65
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. conducted an evaluative
study of the Job Corps focusing on the short-term economic
impacts on participants. The study began in 1977; the data
and information were drawn from three surveys administered to
a group of Corpsmembers and a control group of youth not par-
ticipating in the program but with similar characteristics as
program participants. The surveys were distributed at three
different points in time: the first was conducted during
enrollment in the program to the population sample of enrollees
and the comparison group. Over a period of nine to twenty-four
months later, the second and third surveys were conducted with
(64) U.S. Dept. of Labor, "The Lasting Impacts of Job
Corps Participation", (Wash, DC: U S Govt. Printing Office, 1980),
Intro., p. i.
(65) ibid.
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all sample youth and to the Corpsmembers who had been out of
the program for at least five months (2nd survey) and fifteen
months (3rd survey). According to the report, data had been
collected on approximately 5100 youths for this study.
Presumably the youths served by the Job Corps are
"severely" disadvantaged; prior to program enrollment, they
have low educational levels, low employment levels, high levels
of welfare dependency, and high incidences of arrest. At the
time this particular study was conducted enrollee character-
istics showed:
-- over 75% were of minority background - 59% Black,
11% Spanish, 5% American Indian;
-- between 85-90% had less than high school education;
-- over 1/3 had never held a job at which they worked
at least 20 hours per week and which lasted at least
one month;
-- 90% had experienced poverty, welfare dependence, or
both;
-- at least 38% had been previously arrested.
(See Table 4.1)
The types of services provided under the Job Corps program
include:
--Education: remedial education, "world of work", and GED
classes;
--Vocational Skills Training: "hands-on" work projects
(often run by unions), or classroom instructional
training with some work experience;
--Supportive Services: health care, residential living,
counseling.
It is evident that while the program emphasizes employability
development through education and skills training, it also
places a premium on personal and individual change, self-
TABLE 4-1
COMPARISONS OF EVALUATION SAMPLE TO JOB CORPS POPULATIONS IN 1977 AND 1979
Evaluation Job Corps Job Corps
Sample Population Population
1977A 1977 1979
Sex
" Percentage male 73 69 70
" Percentage female 27 31 30
Age
" Percentage under age 18 49 49 48
" Average age in years 18 18 18
Race
" Percentage white (non-
Spanish-speaking including
Asians and Pacific
Islanders 25 31 33
" Percentage Black 58 54 53
" Percentage Spanish-speaking 11 11 10
" Percentage American Indian 6 4 4
Education
e Percentage with fewer than
12 years 88 85 86
" Average number of years 10 10 10
a/Reweighted by Job Corps completion categories to be representative of
all Job Corps enrollees.
Source: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., Th6 Lasting Impacts
Of Job Corps Participation, US DOL, Enployment and
Trazining Administration, May, 1980, p. 203.
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esteem, - that is, people reform - as necessary components
of increased employability efforts.
The evaluation team attempted to focus the study on
"concrete" policy issues in which findings would contribute to
the knowledge development plan. Specifically, they were con-
cerned with program success in achieving the intended effects
of improving participants' "lifetime economic prospects"
through:
--increased employment and earnings
--work experience, education, training, military
service for improved future labor-market oppor-
tunities
--reduced dependency on public transfer payments
--reduced criminality and other "antisocial" be-
haviors.
To summarize the findings derived during the first two post-
program years, it has been determined that the Job Corps has
been "moderately successful" in accomplishing its desired
goals. Overall, the following improvements in participants'
economic status as a direct result of participation in the
program have been reported:
"(1) an increase in employment over four weeks per
year, (2) an increase in earning of approximately $500
per year, (3) a four-percentage point increase in military
service, up from five percent to nine percent, (4) an
increase in the probability of having a high school dip-
loma or equivalent degree, from 11% to 36%, (5) higher
college attendance equivalent to an increase of nearly five
full-time college students for every 100 youths enrolled
in Job Corps, (6) a reduction in the receipt of financial
welfare assistance, amounting to nearly three weeks per
year, and (7) a reduction in the receipt of Unemployment
Insurance of over one week per year."(66) (See Table 4.2)
(66) "The Lasting Impacts of Job Corps Participation",
op. cit. p. 210.
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TABLE 4. 2
SUMI0ARY OF RAIN FINDINGS FOR OVERALL IMPACTS OF JOB CORPS ON A PERCENTAGE BASIS1'
0 to 6 Months 6 to 12 Months 12 to 18 Months 18 to 24 Months
Variable After Termination After Termination After Termination After Termination
A. Employment and earnings of civilians
e Employed (weeks) 3 12* 17*** 20****
e Hours worked per week 10 13* 17*** 21**
a Earnings per year (dollars) 5 10 13* 12*
a Employed, in school, or in training (weeks) -8 4 6 9*
a Employed or looking for work (weeks) 4 5 7* 7*
a Employed in union job (weeks) -35 -21 -19 -12
* Employed in PSE job (weeks) -32 -4 19 17
8.' Probability in military during interview
week 58*** N.A. 77*** N.A.
C. Education and training of civilians
* Probability of having high school diploma
or GED by time of interview 34**** N.A. 230**** N.A.
* In any school (weeks) -46**** -16 -32* -20
" In college (weeks) 1.400* 2,200*** 2,500*** 1.797*5*
" In high school (weeks) -71*** 61** -79**** -88****
" In vocational or technical school (weeks) 350 l,357*** 265* 272*
" In other school (weeks) -52*** -42* -57** -41**
o In ally training program (weeks) -28 9 -28 -28
p In CETA training (weeks) -55** -36* -57*** -43*
* In WIN training (weeks) -91* -96*** -94**5* -855**
* In other training (weeks) 30 1,278* 80o 400
0. Number of moves for civilians (mobility)
" All moves across cities (cumulative) 307** N.A. 113*5* N.A.
" For job opportunities (cumulative) 767**** N.A. 65* N.A.
" For education or training (cumulative) 492**** N.A. 45 N.A.
" All moves across cities exculding Job Corps
relocations (cumulative) 214*** N.A. lil*** N.A.
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Table 4 .2 (continued) 0 to 6 Months 6 to 12 Months 12 to 18 Months 18 to 24 Months
Variable After Termination 
After Termination After Termination after Termination
g. Serious health problems for civilians -19 -12 -20 -27
(weeks)
F. Receipt of public assistance by-civilians **** -44**** -52***
a Any financial assistance (weeks) ** 9*** -46****
e AFOC (weeks) -47**** 
393
e General Assistance or other (weeks) -75*A*k 
-625**
" Food Stamps (weeks) -11 
-9 -4 -1
" Public housing (weeks) 10 
-8 -18
G. Receipt of other transfers by civilians
" Unemployment Insurance (weeks) -7***-6 
-
* workers' compensation (weeks) -85 
-83 -67 -49
" Training allowances per year (dollars) -27 
-7 -64 -69
H. Criminality
e Total number of civilian arrests per year -32-64 
*37*** 
-10 5
" N isaber of civilian theft arrests per year -50 
-59** _39A 6764A *
* Probability in jail during interview week -1 
NA. 167 N..
Significanitly different from zero at the 80% level 
of statistical confidence (90% for a one-tail test).
*ASigntificantly different from zero at the 90% level of 
statistical confidence (95% for a one-tail test).
AAssiginificantly different from zero at the 95% level of statistical 
confidence (97.5% for a one-tail test).
**ASigIificantly different from zero at tte 99% level 
of statistical confidence (99.5% for a one-tail test).
N.A. - Not Applicable
NOTES: The significance levels given here may be slightly 
biased because the estimates of standard errors used 
for the underlying
significance tests were obtained from a regression 
program which does not account for the implicit kaero9cedsticity 
when
controlling for unobserved differences between Corpsmembers 
and the comparison sample via the Heckman (1979) approach. 
In
practice, however, the significance levels from the 
regression program are usually very close to those 
from test statistics
using unbiased estimates of standard errors, especially 
when the coefficients for the adjustment variables are statistically
inignificanit (which is usually the case here). Therefore, the significance 
levels given here are approximately accurate
and are indicative of the true significance levels.
a/The estimates presented in this table are the same 
as in Table 111.7, except that they are made on a percentage 
basis.
with the estimates given in Table 111.1 as the base. Most 
of the variables are estimated for the civilian population 
only (for
more on the variable definitions and computations, 
see notes for Tables 111.2 to 111.6).
Source: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., The Lasting Impacts of Job Corps
Participaticn, US DOL, Employment and Training Administration,
May, 1980, pp. 77-78.
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Overall, the general perception of the Job Corps is that is has
demonstrated that "hard-core" youth can be changed, be it in
terms of education/employment gains, or self-esteem enhance-
ments; further, its performance has shown considerable improve-
ments, despite cut-backs and program controversy it has
experienced since its inception; it has proven to be "success-
ful" even in periods of a slack labor market, contrary to the
conventional theory that training programs for the disadvantaged
are unsuccessful in a troubled economy.
In observing differential impacts, the evaluation team
found the most significant of these to be "associated with
sex, family responsibility, and program-completion". For
example, program-completers fared better in economic gains
(employment, earnings, etc.) than partial-completers or early
dropouts of the program. However, though racial/ethnic
differences did indeed appear, such differentials did not bear
any significant impact on the conclusions. The researchers
observed that race/ethnicity influenced the postprogram labor-
market experiences of participants: whites had the highest
levels of employment and earnings, Hispanics had higher levels
than Blacks, and American Indians had the lowest levels of
employment and earnings.
Critique
I will begin with the last finding mentioned above.
The evaluators fail to emphasize the significance of the
differential impacts of the program on race and ethnicity.
This is not just a problem with this particular evaluative
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study, but with the voluminous studies conducted on programs
geared to the "disadvantaged". Researchers recognize
differences in unemployment levels for Black versus white youth,
they recognize the barriers to employment opportunities for
Black youth, they recognize employer discrimination as a re-
levant factor of the employment status of Black youth, and they
inform policy-makers of these inherent problems. Yet, they
don't understand the problem, or even seek to probe the root
causes of the problem, so they underemphasize the issues or
extend little weight to certain phenomenal issues in explaining
the problem, and highlight other (more explainable) factors.
Consequently, experiment upon experiment has been tried in an
effort to alleviate the youth unemployment problems of dis-
advantaged youth without a coherent understanding of the
critical issues. It is not ironic then, that employment and
training programs are most apt to benefit the groups to whom
the services are not ostensibly targetted. This issue has been
underemphasized and inadequately addressed, not only in the
above evaluation of the Job Corps, but in the policy-making
process in general.
The Mathematica assessment of the Job Corps is not
applicable to the general problems confronting disadvantaged
youth and the labor market. First, the findings reflect the
participation of a given group at a specific point in time.
The lack of generalizability does not allow for potential
changes in program content, population characteristics, etc.,
nor does it say much for the general plight of disadvantaged
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youth.
In addition to the more technical aspects regarding the
validity of the study (i.e., lack of randomization to yield
a "true" control group, representativeness of sample, selec-
tion biases, etc.), the duration of follow-up is a deficient
measure of long-term labor market success (or "life-time eco-
nomic prospects"). It remains questionable whether consistency
will prevail in the employment opportunities available for
program participants. In other words, will the observed
effects fade, grow, or remain stable in the future? This issue
reflects the limitations of evaluative studies to generalize
about the real problems. Instead, individualized findings such
as these tend to blur the realities and disregard the most
critical aspects of the situation in general.
Finally, it is vague as to what kinds of job opportunities
are secured during the post-program period, and the direct
relationship between specific jobs and program participation.
Further, the basis for determining the value or worth of
attaining a particular position is ambiguous; does increased
earnings necessarily indicate one has secured a "good" or
"meaningful" job? does increased earnings indicate a job per-
mits upward mobility, or just mobility for some and not for
others, regardless of program training? What about the future
demand for "skills" in specific occupational areas for which
youth have presumably been trained? To understand these inter-
related issues on employment and training for the disadvantaged
in particular, one must look beyond the scope of special
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program impacts on an individual group and observe the more
dominant forces, such as systemic operations and the structure
of the economy.
Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP)
The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects, also
known as the Entitlement Demonstrations, is the nation's first
guaranteed jobs program for youth. According to congressional
guidelines set when YIEPP was enacted as part of YEDPA, youth
participants are guaranteed a job - part-time during the school
year, full-time during the summer - conditional upon an agreement
to remain in or return to school. In addition, enrollees are
required to maintain established performance standards, both in
school and on the job.
The design of YIEPP is based on the premise that education
is a very critical factor in how successful one is in the labor
market; schooling increases the opportunities available in the
job market, enhances an individual's future employability, and
better equips one for effectively competing in the labor force.
Presumably, the higher one goes in school, the better one's
chances for "good" opportunities in the labor market.
Given this assumption, the goals of YIEPP can be perceived
in terms of both the short- and long-run:
Short-run goals: Long-run goals:
--reduce school dropout rates --improve future ("life-cycle")
--increase high school gradua- employability
tion rates --increase productivity
--provide work experience --raise "earnings potential"
--provide income
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Essentially the purpose of the program is to determine the
significance of linking a requirement for school attendance
and performance to a guaranteed job, that is, the effect
of this conditioned entitlement on low-income youths' success
in school (stay in school, return to school to obtain a high
school diploma) in addition to the short- and long-run work
experiences.
YIEPP activities are geared to economically disadvantaged
youth (from families on welfare or with incomes below the pov-
erty level), 16-19 years old, who have either dropped out of
school or have been designated as "dropout prone". Criteria
for eligibility also specifies that enrollees reside in a
specific geographical area and comply with the school attend-
ance provision.
The impact assessment and research on the efficacy of the
program in improving employment and educational experiences of
disadvantaged youths was carried out under the auspices of MDRC
by Abt Associates, Inc. of Cambridge, Massachusetts. The find-
ings have contributed to the youth knowledge development process.
Through August, 1979, the Entitlement experiment had enroll-
ed over 63,000 low-income youth in 17 demonstration sites.
(See Table 4.3.) (YIEPP began in March, 1978 and was to run
through September, 1980 as a two-year experimental demonstration
project.) The research team of Abt conducted a preliminary
analysis of the Entitlement's implementation in order to deter-
mine whether and how well the program accomplished what it was
designed to achieve in operation, and the factors affecting
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TABLE 4.3
CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTHS AT THE TIME OF ENROLLMENT IN THE ENTITLEMENT DEMONSTRATION
THROUGH AUGUST 1979, BY TIER
Characteristics
at the Time of Enrollment Tier I Tier II Total
Total Youths Enrolled a 53,367 5,788 59,155
Age (t)
16 years old 53.6 53.9 53.6
17 years old 27.5 28.4 27.6
18 years old 13.7 13.6 13.7
19 years old 5.2 4.1 5.1
Sex (M)
male 49.1 46.5 48.9
Female 50.9 53.5 51.1
Ethnicity (4)
White (nop-Hispanic) 17.3 18.7 17.5
Black (non-Hispanic) 74.1 62.3 72.9
Ase Inaan / Alaskan Native 0.7 0.6 0.7
Asian /., ifib Islander 1.8 1.5 1.7
Hispanic, 6.1 16.9 7.2
Marital Status (M)
Never Married 99.1 98.8 99.1
Ever Married 0.9 1.2 0.9
Read of Household (t) 1.3 2.2 1.3
Living with Own Children .() 6.2 5.6 6.1
Characteristics
at the Time of Enrollment Tier I Tier II Total
Family Receiving Cash Welfare -
AFDC, SSI, or GA (s) 43.8 40.8 43.5
Ever Dropped Out of School
For a Semester or Longer (%) 16.2 10.6 15.6
Out of School in the Semester
Prior to Enrollment (4) 9.9 4.2 9.4
Highest Grade Completed (%)
0-7 2.7 1.0 2.6
8 10.4 7.2 10.1
9 30.2 29.2 30.1
10 34.4 38.0 34.7
11 22.3 24.6 22.5
Ever Participated
in a CETA Employment Program (4) 29.1 34.9 29.6
Ever Worked Beforea (4) 14.4 19.9 15.0
Avg. Weeks Worked in Last Yearb 14.8 15.7 14.9
Average Hourly Wage
of Most Recent Job ($) 2.62 2.56 2.61
SwRCE:I Tabulations of Enrollment Forms in the Youth Entitlement Demonstration Information System.
NOTES: The data cover all youths enrolled in the 17 sites of the
August 1979.
Entitlement Demonstration during the period from February 1978 through
aThe response to this question indicates work in a non-subsidized job.
bAverage Weeks Worked is based on only those youths who indicated they had ever worked.
SOURCE: Manpower Demonstration Research Corp, Entitlement Implementation -
Two Years Experience, US DOL, Employment and Training Administration,
May, 1980, p. 82.
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those results. Four of the largest program sites were chosen
as study sites including Baltimore, Cincinnati, Denver, and
selected counties in Mississippi. (See Table 4.4.) For each
of these, a "matched" comparison site was chosen where the
program did not exist; they included Cleveland, Louisville,
Phoenix, and selected counties in Mississippi. The principal
data sources in this study were longitudinal surveys of program
eligible youths in each of the eight study sites. The surveys
consisted of: (1) a baseline or preprogram interview which
elicited detailed information on the individual's background -
work and school history, family income, work and educational
aspirations, etc.; and, (2) a second interview administered to
the same youths covering the first 18-month period of the youths'
experiences during program operation. The second survey allows
for the comparison of the changes over time in the pilot sites
versus the control sites. Consequently, the associations
between these changes and implementation, youth characteristics,
and local labor markets are analyzed.
It is important to note that this study illuminates the
"early" impacts of YIEPP implementation. The evaluators
recognize that the results derived are based on an interim
assessment rather than on the program in its completed form.
In spite of this, these conclusions represent the overall
picture of a "generally successful operational program".
The evaluators measured three aspects of YIEPP impact on
the youth target population: level of participation, short-run
TABLE 4.4
PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE YOUTHS ENROLLED
IN THE FOUR SURVEY SITES OF THE ENTITLEMENT DEMONSTRATION
THROUGH DECEMBER 1978, BY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
Baltimore Cincinnati Denver Mississippi
% of Sample % of Sample % of Sample % of Sample
Characteristic Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
R~ace
Black 54.3 1066 39.9 814 47.1 242 38.0 553
White 11.8 93 10.8 176 20.8 130 19.5 82
Hispanic- 58.3 12 25.0 8 34.9 450 0.0 1
Sex
Male 48.4 533 32.0 459 35.6 419 37.2 331
Female 53.1 638 36.9 539 37.0 403 33.8 305
Age
16 59.4 429 41.7 369 44.8 306 47.1 242
17 52.8 398 39.3 354 37.7 292 34.9 212
18 39.7 290 21.6 227 25.5 192 19.0 158
19 31.5 54 8.3 48 6.3 32 33.3 24
Highest Grade Attained
by End of 76/77
School Year
5 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 2
6 17.6 17 0.0 3 33.3 3 0.0 9
7 22.1 70 11.1 18 33.3 6 15.6 32
8 51.0 157 29.1 103 31.4 35 34.3 70
9 53.8 340 36.9 293 40.0 265 43.3 150
10 58.4 339 40.5 333 36.4 308 48.3 207
11 48.5 204 27.0 215 30.1 173 18.5 157
GED 34.1 44 40.6 32 43.8 32 33.3 9
SOURCE: Tabulations of
data by Abt Associates.
Entitlement Baseline Survey and Information Systems
SOURCE: Manpower Demonstration Research Corp, Entitlement
Implementation - Two Years Experience, US DOL,
Employment and Training Administration, May, 1980,
p. 81.
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impact on employment, short-run impact on school enrollment.
(See Tables 4.5, 4.6, 4.7.) The findings are summarized below:
Participation: a substantial number of eligible youths
participated in the program. In the four pilot sites, 50% of
eligible youths had participated during the first 18 months.
Between sites, participation rates varied due to differences
in local labor markets and Entitlement programs.
Program participation was more attractive to youths who were
not employed or who were in school prior to program implemen-
tation. This was believed to result from the difficulty in
enticing older youth to return to school once they have al-
ready dropped out and been out of school for a period of time.
Ethnicity had a statistically significant impact on participa-
tion; Blacks (58%) and Hispanics (48%) were three times more
likely to join than whites (17%).
Employment: YIEPP produced a substantial impact on employ-
ment in the survey sites. Previously unemployed youth were more
likely to benefit from Entitlement than those who already held
a job.
Entitlement also had a positive effect on employment for each
school and summer session, and the effect was more substantial
during the school year as had been intended in the program
design.
School: The program has had significant impacts on the
rate-of-return to school (for dropouts) and the retention-in-
school (for in-school students). Program effects were found
to be significantly larger for return rates than persistence
rates.
Overall, Entitlement has accomplished its initial object-
ives of inducing youth to shift from "less desirable" to more
desirable work and school situations. Job development efforts
were successful in developing entry-level jobs primarily in the
areas of clerical, maintenance, and repair, many of which were
in the private sector.
Equally important, Entitlement was highly successful in
"reaching" a minority youth population, as intended. The
Tab1'! 4.5
Program Pazticipation Rate and Duration by
Site and Preprogran School and Work Status
Participation Rate Duration 2in
in Percent Weeks
All Sites '50 44.3
Baltimore (reference group) 57- 52.6
Mississippi 45 34.6
Denver 39 32.5
Cincinnati 38 39.9
School and Work Status in Fall, 1977
Enrolled in School 57 45.2
Employed 53 48.7
Not Employed 57 44.8
Not Enrolled in School 29 33.6
Employed 22 20.9
Not Employed 31 35.8
Percentage of youths ever eligible for Entitlement during the first
eighteen months who ever held a program job, adjusted for differences
in other personal characteristics.
2 Estimated for that sample of yc-uths who were always age-eligible
from Ma-rch, 1978 to August, 1979, adjusted for differences in
personal and program characteristics.
SOURCE: Manpower Demonstration Research Corp, Early Impacts from the
.outh Entitlement Demonstration: Participation, Work. anSchooling, Nov., 1980, p. XXII.
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'Iable 4.6
The Effect of Entitlerrnnt on the Employment Rate
of Eligible Yoiths, By Time Period
Employment Rate in Entitlement Sites (%)
Observed Estimated Rate in the 2 Percentage
Date Rate Absence of the Program Difference Increase
Spring, 1978 28.5 183 10.2 55.7
Summer, 1978 46.6 28.6 18.0 62.9
Fall, 1978 48.3 25.4 22.9 90.2
Spring, 1979 53.5 29.3 24.2 82.6
Summer, 1979 53.5 40.7 12.8 31.4
NOTE: All numbers are regression adjusted to control for the
effects of program site and selected socio-demographic
characteristics such as sex, race and age.
1 Employment rates are calculated by dividing the number of
sarple members employed during the period by the total
number of sample members.
2 Estimated from the control sites (see Table 3.3 of the full
report).
SOURCE: Manpower Demonstration Research Corp, Early Impacts from
the Youth Entitlement Demonstration: Participation,
Work, and Schooling, Nov., 1980, p. XXVII.
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Table 4.7
The Effect of Entitlement on School Enrollment:
Fall 1977 to Fall 1978
D of Youth, by School Percent Returned to or Persisting in School, Fall 1978
Employment Status in Observed Rate, Estimated Rate in the Percent
Fall of 1977 -Tntitlement Sites Absence of the Program Difference Increase
Out of School 36.4 22.4 14.0 62.5
In School1  79.8 76.1 3.7 4.9
Unemployed,
Out-of-School 25.6 15.0 10.6 70.7
Employed, 2
Out-of-School 15.5 6.8 8.7 127.9
Unemployed,
- In-School2  81.6 77.6 4.0 5.2
Employed,2
In-School 70.4 63.4 7.0 11.0
gression adjusted.
>t regression adjusted.
3OURCE: 
- Manpowe eonta
3OUCE. n wer D monstration Research Corp., Ery Impacts fo h otEnti-tlement Demonstration: Particp Worthe Youth
---- ,incxNov.,
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participation population was predominantly Black, poor, and
disadvantaged - those at greatest risk in terms of future
employability and employment.
Critique
The Entitlement Program has been based on the premise that
a high school education leading to a diploma (or its equivalent)
will (automatically) increase an individual's future employ-
ability. The program design suggests that youths who are
neither in school or in the labor market suffer "long-term dis-
abilities" - joblessness, least-paid jobs, welfare dependence.
The evaluators recognize the conventional "causes" of high
youth unemployment, especially with respect to minority youth -
i.e., the normal life-cycle patterns of youth work, geographic
distribution of jobs, business cycle adjustments, inadequate
education and job skills, socio-economic factors. Yet, like
most employment "specialists" they do not seek to explain the
phenomenon of youth unemployment in a realistic sense, particu-
larly as it effects Black youth. Evaluation activities persist-
ently neglect the root causes of the employment problems among
youth, and fail to measure the crucial underlying factors which
have created the current state of affairs. The evaluation of
YIEPP is consistent with this pattern.
The case-study approach is the basis for measuring and
evaluating Entitlement impacts. Not only does the case study
obscure the general situation, but also, in this specific case,
lends itself to the possibility of (unjustly) attributing impacts
-109-
to the program which may in fact be a result of local labor
market differences or differences in communities, for example.
This questions the reliability of the findings as well as the
representativeness of the sample methodology. Reliability is
further questioned in terms of limited duration of the program
and the short time frame in which the evaluation is undertaken.
Short-term impacts are little indication of longer-term con-
ditions, a factor which has been ignored by national policy-
makers, and which constitutes a formidable task for evaluation
activities.
Entitlement evaluation results showed a statistical signifi-
cant impact on capturing a minority population. The numbers of
Black and Hispanic youth reached substantially exceeded the
numbers of white. This was perceived as a "success" of the
program. In essence, the program was biased toward reaching
a substantial number of "disadvantaged" youth, and since minority
youth are generally perceived as disadvantaged, outreach was
geared to this specific youth population. Many more white
youths could have been program participants in the absence of
this bias.
Further, the number reached says little about the benefits
gained. There is the implication that poor youth do not want
to work, and the success of Entitlement revealed the opposite;
a major question was "whether poor youth really want to work.
The data show that eligible young people took jobs when they
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were offered."67 That poor youth do not want to work was a
preconceived notion that the evaluators held prior to obtain-
ing results on Entitlement impacts; this only reinforces the
stereotypic attitudes of policy-makers and the general public
that a major cause of high unemployment among disadvantaged
youth is their unwillingness to work. It stands to reason
that given the opportunity, a large proportion of youth will
take advantage of participating in a program, poor or rich,
Black or white.
Comparative statistics highlight disparities between
participation rates by race/ethnicity, yet fail to expose the
underlying forces, the real fundamental issues regarding youth
unemployment differentials. That these youth experience short-
term benefits from the program is fine, but the important ques-
tion is what happens in the long-term? what significance does
these short-term impacts bear on the general status of minority
youth? To understand these issues, one must look beyond the
realm of a given program and its presumed benefits, and observe
the context within which such measures emerged. Evaluation
activities have yet to tackle such a task.
The Entitlement demonstration merely reinforced the notion
that the "best insurance" against unemployment is to remain in
school. The Entitlement demonstration did not represent an
innovation in linking education to work, but rather a modified
(67) Center for Public Service, Brandeis University,
"Youth Programs", September, 1979, p. 7.
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approach to further emphasizing this link. The only innovative
aspect of YIEPP was the conditional requirement that school
and work be coupled for program participation.
Education as a vehicle to molding youths to fit the needs
of the workforce have long predominated employment and training
efforts. The problem is that in implementing such efforts,
employment specialists have failed to recognize the realities
of the labor market and the continual failures of educational
structures. While prevailing criticisms address these failures,
policy-makers are simulataneously proposing funding boosts for
those very structures - those which fail to inculcate the essen-
tial "skills" to function in the economy, those which still
graduate "functional illiterates".
Overall, to understand that the phenomenon of youth unem-
ployment occurs within a certain context and that evaluations
are undertaken within that same context is critical. Policy
directives such as the Entitlement demonstrtation merely seek
to preserve those structures and to rationalize the system as
a whole. Evaluative studies merely distract attention from the
continuing problems and the real issues, and seek to "explain"
(or justify) the strucures, system, unemployment - the whole
phenomenon - through a process of legitimization.
"What Works Best For Whom?": A Review
In a comprehensive review of youth employment and training
efforts, Mangum and Walsh assessed the overall accomplishments
and ineffectiveness of youth employment programs to determine
"what works best for whom". Addressing the components of employ-
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ment and training programs (outreach and assessment, subsidized
employment, training, supportive services, etc.) the authors
concluded the following regarding what works best:
--programs which do not overemphasize outreach are more
effective;
--assessment is only necessary when there are more poten-
tial participants than program slots;
--programs which do not segregate "severely disadvantaged"
youths into special programs are more successful; work
experience programs should be balanced with respect to
age, sex, race, socio-economic status. Such programs
should also be combined with career exploration and other
learning opportunities;
--public service employment and subsidized private employ-
ment are equally effective in developing employability
as long as the jobs are "real" and require productivity,
and youth are able to learn "coping" skills as well as
job skills;
--institutional training should direct more attention
on training for occupations in demand, and link class-
room instruction with placement and guaranteed employ-
ment opportunities;
--on-the-job training must include substantial training
skills as well as supplemental "coping" skills and basic
education;
--counseling is more useful when it focuses on personal
development as well as upgrading employment/school per-
formance; the counselor's function should be seen as an
advocate rather than a therapist;
--placement activity should combine job development with
teaching job search skills.
The authors recognize that there is little documentation
which adequately determines what services are most effective
for various segments of the youth population. In addressing
the "for whom" factor, they generalize about the appropriateness
of service strategies for some categories of participants. They
segment the youth population by barriers to employment opportu-
nities for youth and propose several strategies which may be
aided by further research:
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--In-School Youth:
under 16 years old - the most effective strategies
for this group involve career exploration and pre-
vocational education programs;
16-17 years old - services should combine work experi-
ence with classroom instruction and skills training;
18 years old and imminent school-leavers - job search
skills and employment counseling are particularly bene-
ficial to this group;
--Out-of- School Youth:
16-17 years old - an emphasis on work experience
and on-the-job training is the most effective strate-
gies which should be directed to this group (more
than skills training, which proves to be more effect-
ive for the 18-25 age group);
--Youth in Need of Remedial Education:
for both in-school and out-of-school youth, services
should alternate basic education with work experience
or integrate instruction with skills training.
The authors maintain that race and ethnicity are generally
not "significant determinants" in choosing specific service
strategies. They contend that two exceptions are important
however, and they apply to youth with limited english speaking
skills and native Americans. According to the authors, one
of the problems of native American youth who have lived on
reservations is culture shock; they often find it difficult to
communicate with youth outside of their own culture. Thus,
programs which segregate native American youth, with gradual
exposure to the "dominant" culture, are usually "successful".
For the most part, other factors are major determinants of
strategies including age, interests, educational attainment,
employment experience, and personality.
Mangum and Walsh include a category of "isolated youth"
who reside in rural or urban areas, who are often "adversely
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effected by a lack of jobs and a lack of knowledge of the labor
market, employer demands, and disfunctional life styles." 68
For this group, the authors recommend intensive personal and
employment counseling, job development, and job search train-
ing, in addition to the traditional service components -
work experience, skills training, remedial education.
Conclusions
In concluding, the criteria used in evaluating program
implementation deserves attention. In reviewing the available
literature on youth employment evaluative studies, it is clear
that programs are primarily judged on the basis of unproven
theories and assumptions regarding the population to be served
and the overall efficacy of the programs themselves. The most
recent evaluations tend to make use of the same criteria and
terms that gained notoriety in the sixties when employment and
training programs were initiated. For example, MDTA programs
were initially established for people in general, people who
had been displaced from jobs due to economic and technological
processes. Soon after, when the situations of these people
improved, the emphasis shifted to helping minorities, Blacks
in particular, or the category which became known as the "dis-
advantaged". Later, the distinctions were to be made between
"disadvantaged" and "hard-core disadvantaged", "dropouts" and
"dropout-prone", and "employables" and "less employables".
(68) Garth Mangum and John Walsh, "Employment and Training
Programs for Youth - What Works Best For Whom?", Youth Knowledge
Development Report 2.2, U.S. Dept. of Labor, May, 1980, p. 170.
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Still today, policy-makers, researchers, and the general
public maintain a grasp on such euphemisms in designing and
evaluating programs. This implies that certain groups require
"special" help and treatment outside the mainstream of society.
This further implies that the problem lies within the group
because of these special characteristics, and thus, delivery
of program services will lead to an alleviation of the problems
and will facilitate the process of assimilating these groups
into mainstream. Even when the problems are directed to
structural or institutional factors (i.e., employer discrimina-
tion, business cycles, labor market structures), there exists
the naive notion that interventions, such as manpower programs,
are capable of redressing unemployment problems of youth. The
underlying notion is that "meaningful" work experiences and
skills development will enhance future employability and
employment prospects. Yet, the ambiguity of "meaningful"
prevails, and employment and training specialists remain
oblivious to the fact that some youth will confront obstacles
to employment opportunities with or without these public inter-
ventions due to forces outside the realm of proposed solutions.
Overlooking the built-in failures of such employment
measures, program activities have continually been designed
and implemented with the intentions of reforming specific groups
or institutions. In essence, youth employment and training
programs have only made marginal contributions to the economic
and employment status of minority youth. Such measures have
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merely stabilized the system, and evaluation activities serve
to legitimize those actions. Essentially, neither decision-
making nor evaluation processes seek to probe into the root
causes of the problems they are "attacking".
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V
CONCLUSIONS
In the foregoing pages, I have examined the role of the
federal government in youth employment and training policy
developments over the past 20 years. I began this inquiry with
the assumption that youth employment policy is generally "in-
effective" because: a) it operates in a system which is struc-
tured such that some groups are excluded from the labor market,
and b) the policy does not seek to change that structure in a
way that those groups are included. Notwithstanding their
(benign) intent, youth employment policy and programs operate
in such a way as to reproduce these exclusionary processes or
barriers to labor market participation of certain groups.
The youth population is one group subject to this process
of exclusion. If the employment status of Black youth is exam-
ined, it is immediately evident that this group is more severely
effected by prevailing exclusionary measures, in spite of the
numerous employment opportunities directed to disadvantaged youth.
The basic thesis of my argument is that the resulting in-
effectiveness of policy and programs lies in the design; within
this, the design is mismatched with the system in which it oper-
ates. Further, the design is not shaped from the bottom-up, that
is, from the historical base or roots, but rather from unproven
assumptions and theories about the youth unemployment crisis.
This fact is further evidenced by a review of legislative intent
versus actual outcomes of youth employment efforts.
In exploring this issue of intent versus accomplishments,
it was essential to review: 1) the legislative history of those
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acts relevant to youth employment and training, and 2) evalua-
tions of programmatic outcomes. Several approaches could have
been used in observing the outcomes of the efforts, for example,
conducting an empirical study on specific programs; however,
this was not the purpose of the study nor within its scope.
The review of some key program evaluations suffices for provid-
ing evidence of outcomes resulting from policy/program implemen-
tation. Combined, the two provide evidence of the espoused
intentions which underlay the implementation of various youth
employment developments, and the results of those developments.
The overall purpose is to reveal the incongruence between the
congressional intent versus program operation/outcomes in
support of the argument.
It is imperative to understand the context within which
the youth employment system was created. There are two sig-
nificant factors which deserve attention as contributing to
the emergence of this system -- economic and political. A look
at the time period in which it occurred shows that the latter
takes precedence in this development.
The first major concern of a national youth employment-
oriented policy manifested itself in the Juvenile Deliquency
Act of 1961. Though juvenile delinquency had become a public
issue during the 1950's, there was no great concern to inter-
relate it with an employment policy. By the sixties, however,
other events in the form of social disorder compelled the
federal government to use the delinquency problem as one
vehicle to restoring social stability. In other words, the
magnitude of the juvenile delinquency issue fluctuates according
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to the political atmosphere or events taking place within
the political arena. During this time period, it was social
turmoil which precipitated federal intervention. The student
movement, civil rights movement, riots, - violence in the
streets - aroused the federal government to seek measures to
placate the masses. Thus, the delinquency issue was a major
thrust (conveniently so) for the proliferation of federal
social programs, particularly youth employment programs, that
would emerge throughout the sixties and seventies.
This is not to say that the federal government had no
prior concern about youth labor, for clearly there was a
time in history when there was no distinction made between
a working child and a working adult. In fact, one hundred
years ago, the normal daily activity of youth would have been
work instead of school. What is interesting is the shift in
emphasis and the particular stance taken by the federal
government on youth employment at a given period of time.
A complicated web of social, political, and economic
forces contributed to the rise of restrictive legislation on
youth and labor market participation. From late nineteenth
to early twentieth century, a wave of legislation on compul-
sory education and child labor was enacted, presumably based
on the assumption that young people were being oppressed in
the labor market and needed special state protection. Such
legislation essentially regulated the employment of youth,
thus eliminating a segment of the population from the labor
market.
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The major social and economic transformations of indus-
trialization made it feasible to delay work until the late
teen years, which necessarily required a rapid extension in
mass schooling and a widespread reduction of youth labor.
Further, industrialization appeared to create a substantial
disparity in wage differentials between skilled and unskilled
workers; the popular notion that industrialization brought
about a change in educational requirements was increasingly
reinforced simultaneously postponing the school-leaving age.
A closer look at the structure of the economy reveals that the
extension of mass education was not directly interlinked to
occupational status or job training; instead prolongation of
schooling was primarily a function of limiting the growth of
unemployment and protecting existing adult jobs.
The expansion of industrialization or capitalist produc-
tion in the U.S. also served to undermine the role of the
family as the major unit of socialization. The advantages of
schooling and the educational system to perform an important
socialization function were quickly perceived by proponents
of the schooling extension, consequently diluting the family
role. The social relations of the workplace would necessarily
be replicated in the schools, helping "young people to adapt to
the social division of labor."69 Thus, the American school
system has come to play a fundamental role in reproducing and
legitimizing the whole structure of which it is an instru-
(69) Samuel Bowles, "Unequal Education and the Reproduction
of the Hierarchical Division of Labor" in the Capitalist System,
eds., Edwards et. al., (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall Inc.,
1972), p. 221
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mental part. I shall point out that youth employment efforts,
while making marginal improvements in the status of its target
population, essentially perform the same function.
The primary concern of both unemployment among the general
population was originally focused on economic transformations,
the Depression, worker displacement resulting from technolog-
ical innovations. As the employment status of the general
population improved, unemployment settled more heavily among
those persons with less formal schooling. The problems of
transformations in the economy had presumabley been resolved,
thus the persisting unemployment problems were perceived not
as a cause of the economic structure, but rather as a functional
inadequacy of the unemployed themselves. This theory received
much attention in the 1960's and was the underlying thrust of
the plethora of manpower and training programs launched to up-
grade the employability of this alienated segment of the pop-
ulation.
Though the Juvenile Delinquency Act was employment-orient-
ed, - (the politics of the bill being to take youth off the
streets and place them in a job) - it did not provide for actual
job training or employment. The initial focus of skills train-
ing in the 1960's came under the Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962. Initially established to retain workers
whose skills had become obsolete as a result of changing tech-
nology, it was not until the following year that the priority
concern of MDTA shifted to the minority left over in a strong
economy which had been able to resolve the unemployment prob-
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lems of the majority. There was also further emphasis on
employment and skills training for youth, and the amended MDTA
established both an institutional training and on-the-job
training component.
The oldest federal investment in job-related training is
vocational education, dating back to the Smith-Hughes Act of
1971. The Vocational Education Act of 1963 was enacted to up-
date the vocational system and relate the goals of education
more closely to the realities of the economy.
The employment of youths increasingly became the concern
of subsequent legislative pieces, notably the Economic Opport-
unity Act (which established the Job Corps and Neighborhood
Youth Corps programs) and the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA). Recognizing the pervasisve "severity"
of youth unemployment, the Youth Employment and Demonstration
Projects Act was implemented in the late 1970's (under CETA)
to complete the unfinished business of youth employment
antecedents.
The basic goals of employment and training programs have
been identified as seeking to provide some combination of
employment/job creation, employability development, and income
maintenance. These have come to predominate the essential
components of manpower policies and programs; historically,
they have remained unchanged since they were incorporated into
the earlier policies.
Youth enrollments in federal employment and training pro-
grams showed substantial growth throughout the 1960's and
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1970's. Enrollments increased from approximately 50,000 dur-
70
ing the early years to over 1,000,000 by the early seventies.
It is interesting to note that nearly two-thirds of enrollees
in federal manpower programs in fiscal year 1971 were in the
Neighborhood Youth Corps' in-school and summer programs; the
remainder were in the out-of-school program, Job Corps, and
other training programs. The bulk of the enrollee population
was placed in the NYC program geared to disadvantaged youth,
one program most criticized for providing only dead-end mean-
ingless jobs with a primary focus on income maintenance. The
program yielded little meaningful experience or training, part-
icularly the summer component which gained notoriety as "anti-
riot" or "fire" insurance.
By 1973, with the implementation of CETA, youth activities
were continued or subsumed under most titles of the act.
Approximately 2.5 million youths were served through CETA pro-
grams in fiscal 1979 of which 1.5. million participated in the
71
Job Corps, YEDPA programs, and the summer program. (Again,
the summer program enrolled more youth than any other program -
888,000 in fy 1979.) The remaining 1 million were enrolled in
other programs, some not directed exclusively to youth. Total
allocation for youth employment programs (includes vocational
education activities, state manpower services, etc) was about
$4 billion in 1979.
(70) U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Report of the
President, 1972.
(71) U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training
Report of the President, 1980.
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The expanding enrollment figures posed a serious question
for the Bureau of Labor Statistics -- how would young en-
rollees be classified in official labor force statistics? This
was critical in determining the effects of employment and
training efforts on unemployment rates.
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, official
labor force and employment statistics were determined by speci-
fied definitions for persons enrolled in programs: persons re-
ceiving wages or on-the-job training are counted as employed;
those enrolled in institutional (classroom) training are count-
ed as unemployed; and participants in programs such as the Job
Corps are considered not in the labor force. In a study on the
statistical effects of manpower programs on employment and un-
employment, Killingsworth and Killingsworth found that a great
majority of youths were enrolled in programs in which they were
counted as "employed". It follows then, that the expansion of
enrollment which occurred during these years increased recorded
employment levels above what would have been in the absence of
the program, and reduced therecorded unemployment rates to a
level below. 72
In a 1972 manpower report, the Department of Labor observed
that federal manpower programs "certainly had a significant
effect in preventing even higher rates of unemployment than
have prevailed, especially among black youth. In July 1971,
(72) Killingsworth and Killingsworth, "Direct Effects of
Employment and Training Programs on Employment and Unemployment"
in Youth Unemployment: Its Measurement and Meaning, US DOL,
May, 1980, p. 243.
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there were 499,000 unemployed Negroes aged 16-21, representing
an unemployment rate of 28 percent. At the same time, more
than 415,000 Negro youth were enrolled in manpower programs."73
The Department estimated the unemployment rate of Black youth to
be 43% in the absence of such programs. (Again, note the signi-
ficance of the summer program; these figures represent a period
in which the summer program was in operation which always expands
the number of youth "employed".)
On January 10, 1980, President Carter announced his proposed
plans for a new program to help the nation's youth, particularly
disadvantaged youth. The Office of Media Liason submitted a
background report on the proposal. The report extended credit
to the president for improving teenage unemployment:
"Since the president took office, youth unemployment rates have
decreased by 20%. The YEDPA programs have served 750,000 youth
and account for one-third of all employment growth for 16-19
year olds. These programs have contributed to the first employ-
ment gains of black teenage males in the 1970's - representing
three fourths of the growth in black youth employment in 1979
alone." (74)
Hence, employment and training programs have had a direct effect
on teenage employment/unemployment to the extent that there was
a substantial difference in what would have prevailed in the
absence of the programs. But what, essentially, is the magni-
tude of this effect? It may help to examine patterns of employ-
ment/unemployment among nonwhite/white youth for selected years
(See Tables 5.1, 5.2).
(73) 1972 Manpower Report of the President, op. cit., p. 95.
(74) Office of Media. Liason, "Youth Employment Initiatives",
Background Report, 1980 (unpublished report), p. 1.
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TABLE 5.1
UNEMPLOYMENT RATES
WHITE
Males 16-17
1955
1960
1965
1970
1975
1979
12.2
14.6
14.7
15.7
19.7
16.1
BY AGE, SEX, RACE - Selected Years
18-19 20-24
10.4
13.4
11.4
12.0
17.2
12.3
7.0
8.3
5.9
7.8
13.2
7.4
Females
1956 11.6 7.7 5.1
1960 14.5 11.5 7.2
1965 15.0 13.4 6.3
1970 15.3 11.9 6.9
1975 19.2 16.1 11.2
1979 15.9 12.5 7.8
BLACK
Males 16-17 18-19 20-24
1955
1960
1965
1970
1975
1979
14.8
22.7
27.1
27.8
39.4
34.4
12.9
25.1
20.2
23.1
32.9
29.6
12.4
13.1
9.3
12.6
22.9
17.0
Females
1955
1960
1965
1970
1975
1979
15.4
25.7
37.8
36.9
38.9
39.4
21.4
24.5
27.8
32.9
38.3
33.4
13.0
15.3
13.7
15.0
22.5
20.8
SOURCE: Handbook of Labor Statistics, US Depattment of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Dec., 1980, Bulletin #2070.
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TABLE 5.2
EMPLOYED PERSONS BY AGE, SEX, RACE - Selected Years
(In thousands)
WHITE
Males 16-17 18-18 20-24
1955 821 1104 2607
1960 973 1119 3264
1965 1159 1453 4025
1970 1373 1692 4596
1975 1485 1997 5671
1979 1624 2242 6692
Females
1955
1960
1965
1970
1975
1979
BLACK
Males
509
625
733
1011
1200
1396
892
984
1217
1493
1770
2032
2030
2067
2727
3955
4701
5595
16-17 18-19 20-24
1955 115 155 367
1960 116 152 490
1965 126 181 558
1970 130 212 634
1975 114 306 668
1979 136 233 841
Females
1955
1960
1965
1970
1975
1979
55
55
57
82
102
114
92
105
111
149
171
206
26-7
298
392
534
598
763
SOURCE: Handbook of Labor Statistics, US Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Dec., 1980, Bulletin #2070.
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From the tables it would seem to follow that the pri-
mary task of youth employment specialists and policy-makers
would be an analysis of why the poor employment situation of
youth (Blacks) is reproduced over time. These data indicate
that the employment status of Black youth has deteriorated -
unevenly but persistently - relative to the status of their
white counterpart.
Many specialists in the field of labor studies would
associate major declines in employment rates for Black youth
with recessionary periods of '57-'58, '69-'70, '73-'75;
however, a closer look at the table indicates little improve-
ment during recovery periods as well. (Employment and un-
employment tables are provided in the Appendix covering each
year for 1947-1979.) While the employment situation of the
general youth population may have been impacted by the re-
cessions, it is clear that Black youth were hardest hit.
One important question remains to be answered: given the
above data, where does the effects of employment and training
programs on unemployment come into play, particularly for
Black youth? Presumably the programs inaugurated during the
1960's and 1970's employed a substantial number of youth to
alter (in a positive manner) employment and unemployment rates
over the period, as aforementioned. The programs were for the
most part ostensibly targetted to the disadvantaged and
"reached" a significant number of Black and minority youth.
The table covers various periods in which the developments of
any given time period should have taken effect on the employ-
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ment status of nonwhite youth. It is seemingly ironic that
the employment situation of minority youth only marginally
improved, while that of white improved overall. It stands
to reason then, if employment programs did indeed reduce un-
employment and increase employment rates, those who bene-
fitted were white youth rather than those for whom the pro-
grams were targetted.
There are other implications which should be considered
in examining the unemployment and employment statistics for
youth. The lower age limit for counting persons in labor
statistics was raised in 1967 from 14 to 16 years. The
reasons for this are unclear. The more important questions
are relevent to the meaning of youth unemployment rates, for
it is less explicit what exactly is being measured in the labor
status of youth. The statistical system used within the employ-
ment arena was not designed with the intention of measuring or
understanding the employment of youth, but rather the labor
status of adults, for isn't the breadwinner or head of house-
hold most commonly associated with adults?
Inclusion of youth in labor statistics has clouded the
meaning and the vailidity of these figures. When the Depart-
ment of Labor refers to "youth labor" or "youth unemployment",
what ages are being counted? What is the significance of youth
labor and what is its economic contribution - to the family,
the economy as a whole? Is equal weight given the 16-year old
student seeking part-time employment for clothes, school ex-
penses, etc, as is given the 35-year old unemployed teacher
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with a family to support? Do youth engage in similar job-
seeking methods to adults? Why is the employment situation
of the 20-24 age category less "severe" as the 16-19 cate-
gory? Does this imply that employment improves with age,
and if so, why then is there a concern about youth employ-
ment? Moreover, how does the Labor Department determine that
youth unemployment has reached "crisis proportions" or that
there is a youth employment problem at all?
The significance of youth employment is less evident
when we remember the politics of the issue and the origins of
the employment developments - juvenile delinquency and efforts
in taking youth off the streets. Further, it is even more
difficult to discern the youth employment issue when we look
at the disparities between Black and white employment con-
ditions (more white youth in absolute terms, yet relatively
there are more Black youth eliminated from the labor force),
especially since a youth is a youth in the eyes of the larger
society, and presumably neither Black nor white are very
knowledgable of the "world of work". In view of this, an im-
plication for revamping employment policy for youth suggests
a need to redefine youth employment/unemployment.
Overall, employment and training programs did not train
or retrain youth, nor did they solve or alleviate the unemploy-
ment problem with regard to Black or disadvantaged youth.
This conclusion particularly holds when the labor statistics -
meager as they may be - are viewed for nonwhites.
However, inability to solve the unemployment problems does
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not imply that the programs were a complete failure, for a sub-
stantial number of individuals have benefitted from participa-
tion, if for no other reason than income. It does imply
however, that the structural design was inappropriate and re-
inforced the marginality of youth labor. It further implies
that the programs were at best capable of marginal improvements
in employment conditions, and some of the "successes" or "posi-
tive effects" attributed to the program were essentially the
consequence of something outside of the programs' operational
capacity. For example, the programs under MDTA may have train-
ed the unemployed but did not create jobs; the experimental
size of the program however diluted the importance of that fact.
Many of the jobs created during a period of program operation
was not necessarily an effect of the program, but rather an
effect of the "ordinary workings" of the economy for a given
time period. Further, in tracing the dimensions of manpower
policy and its effectiveness, little attention is directed to
the military, which has accounted for a significant proportion
of the employment growth among the 16-24 age group.
The differentials between Black and white youth unemploy-
ment deserve attention, especially since the focus of public
concern has centered primarily on Black youth joblessness.
It is important to examine the economic context in which this
occurs.
A major shortcoming of national employment policy has
been its approach in tackling the problem. This naturally de-
rives from a "misunderstanding" of the issues. Reformist
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solutions have sought to redress the structural problems of
Black youth unemployment without changing the economic
structure itself; that is, federal efforts have been shaped
on the assumption that a structural problem could be dealt
with in a non-structural approach.
The notion that youth should be molded to fit the needs
of the workplace (rather than vice versa) have long predomin-
ated employment efforts geared to the young. It has been made
clear from the outset that policy developments would not seek
to change the economic structure, the corporate sector, through
its intervention methods. The most structural attack on the
employment problems of minority youth address discriminatory
patterns of employers, or economic changes such as demand for
unskilled labor or minimum wage laws, for example. In essence,
it is more politically expedient and feasible to address cer-
tain structrual aspects which won't necessarily "rock the boat"
or change the status quo.
In his Black Awakening in Capitalist America, Robert Allen
argues that government retraining programs ostensibly directed
to Blacks are at best "stopgap measures of limited value".
Generally, the content of the training itself is unrealistic
in terms of job availability; that is program enrollees are
trained for unskilled jobs and in skills that are already
obsolete. Thus, federal employment programs train disadvant-
aged persons for those jobs traditionally held by minorities -
the unskilled and semi-skilled jobs.
Allen maintains that efforts to intergrate the disadvant-
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aged into the mainstream assume that there is room in the
political economy for Black people; the failure of integra-
tion results because the "social structure simply cannot
accomodate those at the bottom of the ladder."75
Reclamation of the "hard-core" unemployed through manpower
training programs was a fortunate issue which surfaced at a
convenient time. Besides performing a key function in response
to racial crises (restoring social stability), the programs
would create in Black workers what Allen calls "a sense of
commitment or allegiance to the corporate capitalist system",
which was the more critical issue than alleviating Black un-
employment, especially for youth.
Federal policy-makers recognized the difficulty of
generating or creating jobs at the outset; job stimulation was
not only a formidable task, but one which would not have been
tackled through a national employment policy simply because it
would entail stepping within the bounds of the corporate sector.
Instead, federal employment policy emphasized re-shaping
personal habits, individual change; training programs instilled
socially acceptable habits required to function in the work-
place as well as society. In essence, training programs
performed an important function assigned to the school system -
molding and programming individuals to fit the slots in the
economy. Thus, trainees who "successfully" completed the
(75) Robert Allen, Black Awakening in Capitalist America,
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Co., 1969), p.3 .
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program were those who had identified with the system and to
some extent, integrated into the mainstream.
Bennett Harrison has identified the government training
sector as one peripheral institution of urban labor markets.76
According to him, the training sector serves as a recruiting
instrument largely for employers in the secondary labor market,
preventing mobility into the core, or primary sector.
Training programs may be equated to the peripheral
stratum of the economy in that they have the same basic attri-
butes: low wages and low stability. This was a common
characteristic of the youth program, e.g., Neighborhood Youth
Corps, Job Corps; almost all jobs offered entry level unskilled
positions, in maintenance, custodial, or clerical work, un-
attractive and meaningless, as well as low paying. Yet, the
high turnover rates were commonly associated with the notion
that poor youth really don't want to work.
The role of the corporate sector and its interaction with
the federal government cannot be ignored in the examination
of the economic structure and youth employment policy directives.
Work and training programs do not alter the industrial organiza-
tion sector, rather, they serve it. In an analysis of the
partnership of government and business in expanding economic
opportunities to ghetto residents, Sar Levitan et.al. contend
that joint efforts by both government and business are
(76) Bennett Harrison, "Institutions on the Periphery",
.(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1972).
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"required" to deal with urban problems.77 The authors
recognized a new "social orientation" of the business sector
in the late sixties, what they termed "changing attitudes"
toward social responsibility and "solving urban problems";
they saw the hiring and training of the disadvantaged as a
significant contribution of business.
While the authors mention that "meaningful corporate
commitment" depends upon the extent to which business are
affected by the problems they are helping to solve, they fail
to recognize the extent to which corporate activities control
government activities. Economic power essentially lies in the
hands of the corporate sector which is a primary force for
shaping political, economic, and social life, and the society
as a whole. Government services such as training programs ad-
just according to the demands and developments made necessary
by the corporate sector. Thus, organizations such as the Ford
Foundation, National Alliance of Businessman, and the Urban
Coalition, were all active forces behind the youth employment
and training developments of the sixties and seventies,
particularly when the rhetoric suggested the "need" to involve
the private sector in federal efforts.
Hence, the programs essentially nurtured the private sec-
tor; governments subsidized corporations to train and employ
the "hard-core" unemployed; but at the same time, the cor-
(77) Sar Levitan et. al., Economic Opportunities in the
Ghetto: The Partnership of Business and Government, (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1970).
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poration had discretionary powers over hiring and firing of
program participants. An example of this is CETA which
largely promoted private sector involvement. Businesses
agreed to hire and train persons and the government provided
subsidies for training costs or tax incentives. Once the
money has been allocated to those businesses, at any given
point, they have the discretion to lay-off or fire program
enrollees, particularly if participation results in "adverse
effects" on profits.
Another example indicates that the research and evaluation
field benefits from government programs. Evaluation
activities are largely undertaken by private firms. Politi-
cally speaking, evaluations are an integral part of public
interventions, whether the purpose is to expand or terminate
resource allocations. Therefore, when the Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corporation or Educational Testing Service (and a
host of others) are called on to perform an evaluation on a
given program, again the federal government is nurturing the
pockets of another organization. In essence, while youth are
the presumed target of program services, the real clientele
are other organizational pieces of the system.
Another implication which emerges as a result of this
inquiry is the minimum wage effect on youth employment. This
is especially important since the subminimum wage law has
been recently proposed by the new Administration. Under the
subminimum wage provisions, certain persons may be paid less
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than the minimum wage (i.e., students, apprentices, learn-
ers). Such provisions are most applicable to the youth
population. In reviewing the 20 year period over which
employment efforts were launched presumably to facilitate the
labor force participation of youth, the implications of the
analysis suggest that inclusion of youth in labor statistics
and in the job market pushed age figures back such that youth
are considered a significant part of the labor force; the trend
of the (unskilled) labor pool has expanded over time, and with
this shift has come a shift in minimum wage provisions which
effect this group. Because we are talking primarily about un-
skilled labor (jobs largely held by Black people), the
subminimum wage presents profit opportunities for businesses
to hire youths at a lower wage to perform the same duties of
the displaced adults; that is, fire the parent to hire their
child.
The general truths to be drawn for this study seem clear
by now. Employment and training programs for youth have
proven irrelevant to the basic problems of youth employment,
and particularly to Black youth joblessness. The programs
were haphazardly designed, and thus, inadequate to affect un-
employment significantly, or to alleviate the employment
problems of youth; this is primarily due to the fact that the
policy-makers or program designers sought not to change the
structure, but rather to preserve and legitimize it. Work and
training programs were not geared to serve the unemployed but
rather, they serviced each other; that is, the organizational
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pieces of the youth employment system essentially nurtured
each other through program efforts.
Manpower training programs tended to become a holding
ground for keeping youth off the street and out of the
recognized unemployment columns. Further, government programs
which did perform a placement function (placing enrollees in
permanent jobs) merely "recirculated" the disadvantaged among
a class of employers and positions within the secondary
employment sphere. Firdaus Jhabvala summed the situation
nicely regarding the labor status of Blacks and the numerous
manpower programs erected in the '60's; he states, the pro-
grams were designed "mostly to provide better (emphasis added)
employment opportunities at the bottom of the labor force."
(78) Firdaus Jhabvala, "A Critique of Reformist Solutions
to Discrimination" from "Black People and the American Economic
System, unpublished manuscript.
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Manpower programs enrolled more than
a million youth in 1971--over 3 out of
every 4 in the NYC or Job Corps.
First-time enrollments (in thousands)
- for youth 21 and under
Other' 62 77
Institutional
MDTA JOBS and
other OJT
W N 30,700; CEP 43,600; PSC 8,900; Operat
SOURCE: Manpower Re
PresidentT197 U.S
ion Maintiesm 1,100.
port of
. DOL.,
NUMBERS OF YOUTH SERVED IN
SPECIFIED PROGRAMS, FISCAL YEARS 1963-73
Youth
Program served
(thousands)
Total--- _-_..---------- 5,879.5
MDTA institutional training------------- 565. 6
Neighborhood Youth Corps-------------- 4, 950. 1
-In-school-------------------------- 1, 130.6
Out-of-school---------------------- 771. 3
Summer-------------------------- 3,048.2
Job Corps------------------------------ 1184.8
Public Employment Program------------- 179. 0
I Beginning with fiscal year 1970, when Job Corps was transferred to the
Department of Labor.
2 Includes 113,000 youth enrolled in PEP summer programs. PEP funds
supported an estimated 830,000 summer jobs for youth in 1973 (mostly after
the fiscal year ending in June) that are not counted In the total.
SOURCE: Employment and Training
Reportof the-P resident, 1980,
U.S. DOL, p. 82.
th
P.6
-145-
TABLE 3. CHARACTERISTICS OF ENROLLEES IN FEDERALLY ASSISTED WORK AND TRAINING PROGRAMS,
FISCAL YEAR 1971
Percent of total enrollees
Program
Institutional training under the MDTA.---.. --
JOBS (federally financed) and other OJT.. ---
Neighborhood Youth Corps:
In-school and summer.---.........----
Out-of-school.... --- . --- ........
Operation Mainstream.-.----..-----.--.
Public Service Careers..--....---.-----..-
Concentrated Employment Program--------
Jobs Corps-------------- ----- ---
Work Incentive Program.--.--...--.--...-
Women Negro
Age
Under
22 years
40
41
100
94
5
19
46
100
27
45 years
and over
,
.... ...--- ...
....-. _---
40
20
6
0
5
Years of school
completed
8 or 9 to 11
less
On public
assist-
ance 2
I Substantially all the remaining enrollees were white except in Operation what among programs (e.g., It may or may not include receipt of food stamps
miinstream, JOBS, and Job Corps. In these programs, 8 to 12 percent were and "in kind" benefits). In the NYC program, it may relate to enrollees'
American Indians, Eskimos, or Orientals. families as well as enrollees themselves.
S The definition of "public assistance" used for these figures varies some-
TABLE 3. OCCUPATIONS OF YOUNG WORKERS 16 TO 19.YEARS OLD, BY SCHOOL STATUS AND COLOR,
OCrOBER 1971
[Percent distribution]
School status Color
Occupation Total
In school Out of White Negro and
school other races
Total: Number (thousands)--------
Percent------ -------------
Clerical workers.----.----------------------
a'*rvice workers except private household ----...
Operatives. .--- _ --------. . .. . ---- ..-
Nonfarm laborers---..----------------------
7esworkers----___----_-- .----......---
Private household workers ----------------
Fetrmworkers----------------------------
Craftsmen and foremen......-----.-----
ProfeSsional, technical, and managerial workers. -
5, 933
100. 0
20. 1
21. 4
17. 4
14.3
9. 0
5. 3
4.9
4.2
3.4
3, 355
100. 0
17. 5
26. 3
11. 1
14.8
11. 3
7.6
5.3
2.4
3.7
2, 578
100. 0
23. 4
15. 1
25. 7
13. 7
5.9
2.3
4.5
6.4
2.9
5, 424
100. 0
20. 0
21. 1
17. 1
14. 4
9.4
5.4
4. 7
4.4
3.4
509
100. 0
21.5
24. 5
21. 3
13. 3
3.5
4.3
7.2
1.8
2.5
N O-Z: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.
SOURCE: Manpower Report of the President, 1972, u.S. Dept.
of Labor, p. 59, 89.
I
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TABLE 5. FEDERAL YOUTH PROGRAMS, FISCAL YEAR 1977
[Individuals in thousands; outlays in millions]
Program
2 ~
A F
-. w .-
New enrollees
1, 000. 0
38. 0
45. 5
8.0
35. 1
6.8
12. 2
1, 145. 6
621. 6
29. 5
177. 3
14. 4
1.3
3. 7
3. 7
2. 1
105. 2
9. 8
4, 754. 1
5, 722. 7
6, 868. 3
Total
participants
1, 000. 0
38. 0
66. 2
53. 0
35. 1
21.5
12. 2
1, 226. 0
792. 9
34. 7
295. 9
20. 5
1.5
8.6
6.9
3. 3
288. 1
31. 1
5, 997. 1
7, 480. 6
8, 706. 6
Outlays
$575. 0
48. 1
201. 6
9.7
35. 1
65.7
19. 7
954. 9
895. 6
34. 0
567. 5
37. 0
7.5
15. 7
17. 1
. 1
137. 6
15. 8
188. 0
1, 915. 9
2, 870. 8
Serving youth only:
CETA summer....-_-......_-....-_-_-_----.
Youth Conservation Corps.--------------...---------
Job Corps, CETA title IV ------------------___ _ _-----
High school work-study-_......... - -----.- _.-
Federal summer aide ----- .----------------------
Stay-in-school--------------------------------
Federal summer employment ---------------------...
Subtotal ...----------------------------------
Serving youth and others: 1
C E T A title I _-..... -_.. - .._-_-_-- ...-- ._....-- - -..-
CETA title III (except summer) _.-- _-_-----
Temporary employment assistance -... _..---.....--
Work Incentive (WIN) Program 2 _..........._........
Department of Housing and Urban Developmefit com
munity development ---.. _-- ....--_-..
Veterans Administration programs.... ..-- -...----..
Bureau of Indian Affairs programs -----------------
.Justice Department programs __-_....... - - _....-
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare vocations
reh abilitation ......- ..-- _.--- ..--- ._- ..-- ___ -.. ---.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare institu
tional training -_.....--_.._-_-_-_- 
_..- ...-- _...._
Employment service (includes food stamp recipient serv
ices)--__----------------------------------
Subtotal - _ . ... ___._..______.- - .._ __-.--
T o tal -- _-_ _ -_ .._ -._: ... -. --.. - ... _-. ._ -__ -_ - _.._- _...
IOutlays for these programs are prorated based on the percentage of youth
participants. All figures are for youth only.
'WIN data represent on-the-job training, institutional training, work
experience, and public service employment program approaches only.
Employment and Training Report of the President,
U.S. Dept. of Labor, p. 78.
SOURCE: Special Analyses, Budget of the United States Gorer-nment, Fiscal
Year 1979, Special Analysis K-Training and Employment (Washington:
Office of Management and Budget, 1976), p. 232.
SOURCE:
1978,
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CETA outlays, by title, fiscal 1979 YIEPP 1%
YCCIP 1%
Young Adult Conservation Corps 3%
Youth programs
Public service employment
Details add to more than the total because of rounding. Source: U.S. Department of Labor.
SOURCE: Employment and Training Repo
ent, 1980, U.S Dept. of Labor, p. 25.
rt of the Presid-
Vill
Total $9.4 billion'
Title I B+C 1.8 billion
Title I1 D 1.8 billion
Title I1 .5 billion
Title IV 1.8 billion
Title VI 3.3 billion
Title VII .009 billion
Title Vill .3 billion
*'Rr
Youth, 14-21 years, in CETA programs, fiscal year 1979.
11 D IlIl
105,800 30,700
Total served: 2.5 million
Other '
38,600
VIII
YACC
67,200
413I0 YCCIP413,6 0 38,500
-. := -.--~.~ - 7 --- YIEPP
53,400
er Job Corps
30 85,000
'Includes STIP, Governor's Supplemental
Vocational Education, State Manpower Services.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Employment
and Training Administration.
TABLE 5. PROPORTION OF YOUTH PARTICIPANTS AND JOB ENTRANTS IN SELECTED CETA
FisCAL YEAR 1979
PROGRAMS,
[Percent distribution]
Participants Job entrants 2
Title and program
Under 22 14 to 15 16 to 19 20 to 21 Under 22 14 to 15 16 to 19 20 to 21
years years years years years years years years
Title IIB and C---------------- 48 6 28 14 25 4 24 37
Title IID.-__-_---__-_-_-_-_.. -23 (3) 10 12 15 3 14 16
Title III:
Indians------------------- 40 3 20 17 20 9 18 25
Migrants.------------------ 39 16 12 10 9 (3) 13 17
Other--------------------- 13 (3) 3 10 34 22 26 34
Title IV:
YETP-------------------- 100 14 76 10 14 4 14 26
YETP Gov.'s Grants------- 100 16 73 11 16 4 15 33
YCCIP------------------- 100 (3) 97 2 16 2 16 15
YIEPP ------------------- 100-100- ... __..-(5) (5) (5) (5)
Summer------------------- 100 40 55 5 1 (3) 2 4
Job Corps------------------ 100 (3) 83 17 (5) (5) (5) (5)
Title VI ----------------------- 22 (3) 10 12 15 5 14 16
Participants I Terminees '
Under 23 16 to 18 19 to 21 22 to 23 Under 23 16 to 18 19 to 21 22 to 23
years years years years years years years years
Title VIII.--------------------- 100 45 41 14 79 80 79 77
I Youth as a proportion of all participants.
Proportion of participants in each age group who entered employment.
I Less than 1 percent.
4 Proportion of participants in each age group who left the program. Place-
ment data not available by age group. The placement rate for all participants
in fiscal 1979 equalled 3 percent (1,918 placements from a total of 67,118
persons served).
.& Information not available.
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
SOURCE: 
-Employment and Training Report of tie President,
1580, U.S Dept. of Labor, p. 84.
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.
I
F
I
IF
I
I
Occupation
Number employed (thousands) -
Total--------------
White-collar workers---------
Professional and technical -
Managers and administra-
tors, except farm_----
Sales workers-----------
Clerical workers---------
Blue-collar workers ----------
Craft and kindred workers.
Operatives, except trans-
port----------------
Transport equipment oper-
atives----------
Nonfarm laborers-------
Service workers.---------------
Farmworkers__-----.,----
8oUcE: Bureau of Labor StatistiCs.
Male Female White Black and other
_____ * -. I -I' T I' a
Cen-
tral
cities
914
100. 0
21. 6
2.9
13 7
3 8
23.3
25. 8
.9
Sub-
urbs
Non-
met-
ropol-
itan
areas
Cen-
tral
cities
Sub-
urbs
Non-
met-
ropol-
itan
areas
Cen-
tral
cities
Sub-
urbs
Non-
met-
ropol-
itan
areas
Cen-
tral
cities
Sub-
urbs
Non-
met-
ropol-
itan
areas
I ___________ I ___________ I .................-.I I I I *I I I* I -
1,781
100. 0
17. 4
2.0
15.6
4.4
23. 9
24.9
3.8
1, 429
100. 0
10. 7
1.6
17. 3
4.2
24.9
17. 1
14.5
842
100. 0
55. 6
3.0
.9
11. 4
40. 3
9.0
1.2
5.6
.5
1.8
35. 2
. 1
1, 557
100. 0
52. 1
2.9
1.0
13. 0
35. 3
11. 0
1.2
6. 3
1, 087
10a 0
41. 0
2.3
.7
8. 3
29. 7
14.8
1. 1
11.0
.4
2.3
41. 0
3.2
1, 469
100. 0
38. 3
2.-9
1.4
9.8
24.2
31. 6
6.9
9.8
2.2
12. 7
29. 4
.6
3, 201
100. 0
33. 5
2.4
1.2
9.9
20. 0
34. 1
6.0
11. 4
2, 349
100. 0
24. 1
1.8
14.6
2.6
14.8
27. 3
9.5
288
100. 0
35. 8
3. 1
9.4
2. 1
14. 6
35. 1
136
100. 0
35. 6
.7
2.2
7.4
25. 2
28. 9
1.5
& 9
4.4
14. 1
33. 2
2.2
I I I I * ______ ______
167
100. 0
19. 5
3.0
1.8
14.7
42. 0
3. 9
14. 9
NoTz: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.
POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF TEENAGERS, BY RACE AND LOCATION, SECOND
QUARTER 1977
[Not seasonally adjusted; numbers in thousands]
Population Employed Unemployed Unemployment
rate Black
Location jobs
short-
White Black White Black White Black White Black fall
Central city:
Poverty area.--------------- 346 657 123 103 34 101 21.7 49.6 132
Nonpoverty area ----------- 2,756 693 1,348 146 282 126 '17.3 46.4 193
Suburbs:
Poverty area. --------------- 230 126 100 24 22 25 18. 0 51. 0 3C
Nonpoverty area._- - 5,842 394 . 3, 122 105 551 51 15. 0 32.7 105
Nonmetropolitan areas:
Poverty area___-- ...-_-_-1,442 426 663 109 132 42 16.6 27.9 87
Nonpoverty area----------- 3,367 197 1, 741 61 339 27 16.3 30.7 41
Total ---------------- 13, 983 2,493 7,097 548 1,360 372 16. 1 40. 5 588
SOURCE -
1978, U
Employment and Training Report of the
.S -Dept. ot Labor, P 73-74.
President,
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EMPLOYED TEENAGERS, BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, SEx, RACE, AND TYPE OF AREA, 1977
ANNUAL AVERAGES
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Employed persons by sex, race, and age, 1947-79'
[In thousands]
Total, 6516 16 and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65
Sex, year, and race years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 years
and years years years years years years years and
over over
BOTH SEXES
1947............................................................................... 57,038 1,573 2,336 6,827 13,464 12,819 10,303 6,969 2,745
1948............................................................................... 58,343 1,600 2,426 6,937 13,801 13,050 10,624 7,103 2,804
1949............................................................................... 57,651 1,466 2,246 6,660 13,639 13,108 10,636 7,042 2,864
1950............................................................................... 58,918 1,433 2,270 6,746 13,917 13,424 10,966 7,265 2,899
1951............................................................................... 59,961 1,575 2,192 6,321 14,233 13,746 11,421 7,558 2,917
1952............................................................................... 60,250 1,626 2,092 5,572 14,515 14,058 11,687 7,785 2,919
1953............................................................................... 61,179 1,577 2,142 5,225 14,519 14,774 11,969 7,806 3,166
1954............................................................................... 60,109 1,422 2,053 4,971 14,190 14,541 11,976 7,895 3,060
1955............................................................................... 62,170 1,500 2,143 5,270 14,481 14,879 12,556 8,158 3,185
1956............................................................................... 63,799 1,647 2,171 5,545 14,407 15,218 12,978 8,519 3,314
1957............................................................................... 64,071 1,613 2,167 5,641 14,253 1 15,348 13,320 8,553 3,179
1958............................................................................... 63,036 1,519 2,063 5,571 13,675 15,157 13,448 8,559 3,045
1959............................................................................... 64,630 1,670 2,168 5,870 13,709 15,454 13,915 8,822 3,023
1960*............................................................................. 65,778 1,770 2,360 6,119 13,630 15,598 14,238 8,989 3,073
1961............................................................................... 65,746 1,621 2,486 6,227 13,429 15,552 14,320 9,120 2,987
1962'............................................................................. 66,702 1,607 2,588 6,446 13,311 15,901 14,491 9,346 3,013
1963............................................................................... 67,762 1,751 2,504 6,815 13,318 16,114 14,749 9,596 2,915
1964............................................................................... 69,305 2,013 2,503 7,303 13,449 16,166 15,094 9,804 2,973
1965............................................................................... 71,088 2,075 2,962 7,702 13,704 16,294 15,320 10,028 3,005
1966............................................................................... 72,895 2,269 3,452 7,964 14,017 16,312 15,615 10,310 2,961
1967............................................................................... 74,372 2,334 3,348 8,499 14,575 16,281 15,789 10,536 3,011
1968............................................................................... 75,920 2,403 3,377 8,762 15,265 16,220 16,083 10,745 3,065
1969............................................................................... 77,902 2,573 3,543 9,319 15,883 16,100 16,410 10,919 3,155
1970............................................................................... 78,627 2,596 3,545 9,719 16,293 15,916 16,473 10,968 3,117
1971............................................................................... 79,120 2,587 3,609 10,144 16,662 15,647 16,453 10.982 3,036
19722............................................................................. 81,702 2,770 3,952 10,895 17,864 15,771 16,460 10,995 2,996
1973............................................................................... 84,409 3,007 4,228 11,686 19,194 15,967 16,557 10,895 2,875
1974............................................................................... 85,935 3,080 4,323 11,903 20,196 16,106 16,638 10,870 2,821
1975............................................................................ 84,783 2,902 4,145 11,638 20,575 15,833 16,197 10,711 2,784
1976............................................................................... 87,485 2,926 4,343 12,276 21,881 16,325 16,232 10,774 2,727
1977............................................................................... 90,546 3,084 4,526 12,855 23,140 16,990 16,221 10,966 2,763
1978'............................................................................. 94,373 3,269 4,712 13,498 24,472 17,938 16,349 11,217 2,919
1979............................................................................... 96,945 3,271 4,713 13,891 25,584 18,768 16,369 11,380 2,969
Males
1947............................................................................... 40,995 992 1,226 4,238 9,858 9,242 7,644 5,485 2,309
1948............................................................................... 41,725 997 1,348 4,350 10,039 9,363 7,742 5,586 2,303
1949............................................................................... 40,925 911 1,213 4,196 9,870 9,308 7,661 5,438 2,329
1950............................................................................... 41,578 909 1,277 4,255 10,060 9,445 7,790 5,508 2,336
1951............................................................................... 41,780 979 1,177 3,780 10,134 9,607 8,012 5,711 2,382
1952............................................................................... 41,682 985 1,121 3,182 10,352 9,753 8,144 5,804 2,343
1953............................................................................... 42,430 976 1,159 2,902 10,500 10,229 8,374 5,808 2,483
1954............................................................................... 41,619 881 1,104 2,724 10,254 10,082 8,330 5,830 2,414
1955............................................................................... 42,621 936 1,159 2,974 10,453 10,267 8,553 5,857 2,424
1956............................................................................... 43,379 1,008 1,156 3,246 10,337 10,385 8,732 6,004 2,512
1957............................................................................... 43,357 987 1,130 3,343 10,222 10,427 8,851 6,002 2,394
1958............................................................................... 42,423 948 1,064 3,293 9,790 10,291 8,828 5,954 2,254
1959............................................................................... 43,466 1,015 1,183 3,597 9,863 10,492 9,048 6,058 2,210
1960'............................................................................. 43,904 1,089 1,271 3,754 9;759 10,551 9,182 6,106 2,191
1961............................................................................... 43,656 989 1,325 3,798 9,591 10,505 9,194 6,156 2,098
1962*............................................................................. 44,177 990 1,372 3,898 9,475 10,711 9,333 6,260 2,137
1963............................................................................... 44,657 1,073 1,333 4,118 9,431 10,801 9,479 6,385 2,039
1964............................................................................... 45,474 1,242 1,345 4,370 9,531 10,832 9,637 6,477 2,039
1965............................................................................... 46,340 1,284 1,634 4,583 9,611 10,837 9,792 6,542 2,057
1966............................................................................... 46,919 1,390 1,862 4,599 9,709 10,765 9,904 6,667 2,024
1967............................................................................... 47,479 1,417 1,769 4,809 9,989 10,676 9,990 6,775 2,058
1968............................................................................... 48,114 1,453 1,802 4,812 10,405 10,554 10,102 6,893 2,093
1969............................................................................... 48,818 1,526 1,9K4 5,012 10,736 10,401 10,186 6,931 2,122
1970............................................................................... 48,960 1,503 1,904 5,230 10.921 10,211 10,171 6,926 2,094
1971............................................................................... 49,245 1,505 1,965 5,559 11,145 10,003 10,144 6,906 2,017
1972'............................................................................. 50,630 1,589 2,161 6,076 11,751 10,043 10,149 6,912 1,949
See footnotes at end of table.
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Employed persons by sex, race, and age, 1947-79 1-Continued
{in thousands]
Total' 6516 16 and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65
Sex, year, and race years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 ansand years years years years years years years overover
Males-Continued
1973'............................................................................. 51,963 1,708 2,309 6.566 12,424 10,061 10,211 6,833 1,851
1974............................................................................... 52,519 1,727 2,347 6,622 12,865 10,049 10,199 6,848 1,862
1975............................................................................... 51,230 1,600 2,204 6,339 12,891 9,785 9,925 6,683 1,803
1976............................................................................... 52,391 1,601 2,303 6,742 13,495 9,942 9,908 6,677 1,722
1977.............................................................................. 53,861 1,704 2,420 7,031 14,049 10,252 9,863 6,794 1,749
1978'............................................................................. 55,491 1,767 2,512 7,330 14,629 10,678 9,842 6,892 1,842
1979............................................................................... 56,499 1,761 2,475 7,534 15,133 11,014 9,775 6,946 1,861
Females
1947.............................................................................. 16,045 581 1,110 2,591 3,606 3,577 2,659 1,484 436
1948............................................................................... 16,617 605 1,078 2,587 3,762 3,687 2,882 1,516 501
1949............................................................................... 16,723 555 1,033 2.463 3,769 3,800 2,975 1,604 535
1950............................................................................... 17,340 524 993 2,491 3,857 3,979 3,176 1,757 563
1951............................................................................... 18,181 596 1,015 2,541 4,099 4,139 3,409 1,847 535
1952............................................................................... 18,568 641 971 2,389 4,163 4,305 3,543 1,981 576
1953............................................................................... 18,749 601 983 2,324 4,019 4,545 3,595 1,998 683
1954............................................................................... 18,490 541 949 2,247 3,936 4,459 3,646 2,065 646
1955............................................................................... 19,551 564 984 2,297 4,028 4,612 4,003 2,301 761
1956............................................................................... 20,419 639 1,015 2,300 4,070 4,833 4,246 2,515 802
1957............................................................................... 20,714 626 1,037 2,295 4,031 4,921 4,469 2,550 784
1958............................................................................... 20,613 571 999 2,277 3,885 4,866 4,620 2,604 791
1959............................................................................... 21,164 655 985 2,273 4,846 4,961 4,867 2,764 812
1960'............................................................................. 21,874 680 1,089 2,366 3,871 5,046 5,055 2,884 882
1961............................................................................... 22,090 632 1,161 2,433 3,838 5,047 5,124 2,964 889
1962'............................................................................. 22,525 617 1,216 2,548 3,836 5,190 5,158 3,086 875
1963............................................................................... 23,105 678 1,171 2,697 3,888 5,313 5,272 3,211 877
1964............................................................................... 23,831 771 1,158 2,934 3,918 5,335 5,457 3,326 934
1965............................................................................... 24,748 790 1,328 3.119 4,093 5,457 5,528 3,486 948
1966............................................................................... 25,976 879 1,590 3,364 4,307 5,549 5,710 3,641 936
1967............................................................................... 26,893 917 1,580 3,690 4,587 5,608 5,799 3,762 953
1968............................................................................... 27,807 950 1,575 3,950 4,860 5,666 5,981 3,852 972
1969.............................................................................. 29,084 1,047 1,639 4,307 5,147 5,699 6,223 3,988 1,033
1970............................................................................... 29,667 1,093 1,641 4,489 5,372 5,705 6,302 4,042 1,023
1971............................................................................... 29,875 1,082 1,643 4,585 5,517 5,644 6,309 4,075 1,019
1972'............................................................................. 31,072 1,181 1,791 4,818 6,113 5,728 6,311 4,083 1,047
1973'............................................................................. 32,446 1,299 1,919 5,121 6,770 5,906 6,346 4,062 1,024
1974............................................................................... 33,417 1,353 1,976 5,281 7,331 6,057 6,438 4,022 959
1975............................................................................... 33,553 1,302 1,941 5,299 7,683 6,047 6,272 4,028 980
1976............................................................................... 35,095 1,325 2,040 5,534 8,386 . 6,383 6,324 4,097 1,006
1977............................................................................... 36,685 1,379 2,107 5,824 9,091 , 6,739 6,358 4,173 1,015
1978'............................................................................. 38,882 1,502 2,200 6,168 9,843 7,260 6,507 4,325 1,077
1979............................................................................... 40,446 1,510 2,238 6,358 10,450 7,754 6,594 4,434 1,108
WHITE
1954............................................................................... 53,957 1,257 1,822 4,358 12,616 13,000 10,811 7,262 2,831
1955............................................................................... 55,834 1,330 1,896 4,637 12,855 13,327 11,322 7,510 2,954
1956............................................................................... 57,265 1,465 1,922 4,897 12,748 13,637 11,706 7,822 3,068
1957............................................................................... 57,452 1,442 1,931 4,952 12,619 13,716 12,009 7,729 2,951
1958............................................................................... 56,614 1,370 1,847 4,908 12,128 13,553 12,113 7,849 2,828
1959............................................................................... 58,005 1,520 1,955 5,138 12,144 13,830 12,552 8,063 2,805
1960' ............................................................................. 58,850 1,598 2,103 5,331 12,021 13,930 12,820 8,192 2,855
1961............................................................................... 58,912 1,472 2,220 5,460 11,835 13,905 12,906 8,335 2,778
1962'............................................................................. 59,698 1,447 2,327 5,676 11,703 14,173 13,066 8,511 2,795
1963............................................................................... 60,622 1,600 2,250 6,036 11,689 14,341 13,304 8,718 2,683
1964............................................................................... 61,922 1,846 2,230 6,444 11,794 14,380 13,596 8,916 2,717
1965............................................................................... 63,445 1,892 2,670 6,752 11,992 14,473 13,804 9,116 2,748
1966............................................................................... 65,019 2,052 3,124 6,986 12,268 14,449 14,072 9,356 2,713
1967............................................................................... 66,362 2,121 2,993 7,493 12,763 14,429 14,224 9,596 2,746
1968............................................................................... 67,751 2,193 3,002 7,687 13,410 14,386 14,487 9,781 2,804
1969............................................................................... 69,518 2,347 3,161 8,182 13,935 14,270 14,788 9,947 2,888
1970............................................................................... 70,182 2,384 3,185 8,551 14,309 14,091 14,854 9,975 2,834
See footnotes at end of table.
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sEmployed persons by sex, race, and age, 1947-79 1-Continued
jin thousands]
Total,
16 16and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65
Sex, year, and race years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 years
and years years years years years years years over
over
WHITE-Continued
1971.............................................................................. 70,716 2,396 3,266 8,960 14,631 13,851 14,845 9,992 2,775
1972'............................................................................. 73,074 2,567 3,591 9,644 15.754 13,928 14,847 10,038 2,705
1973'............................................................................. 75,278 2,787 3,816 10,318 16,881 14,064 14,890 9,926 2,597
1974............................................................................... 76,621 2,854 3,914 10,536 17,754 14,173 14,954 9,883 2,551
1975............................................................................... 75,713 2,685 3,767 10,372 18,130 13,950 14,562 9,734 2,512
1976.............................................................................. 78,021 2,723 3,960 10,912 19,239 14,373 14,557 9,812 2,445
1977............................................................................... 80,734 2,881 4,139 11,456 20,353 14,944 14,493 9,979 2,489
19782............................................................................ 83,836 3,033 4,279 11,977 21,449 15,764 14,561 10,165 2,609
1979............................................................................... 86,025 3,021 4,274 12,287 22,406 16,527 14,534 10,313 2,663
Males
1954............................................................................... 37,847 771 953 2,394 9,287 9,175 7,614 5,412 2,241
1955............................................................................... 38,721 821 1,004 2,607 9,461 9,351 7,792 5,431 2,254
1956............................................................................... 39,366 890 1,002 2,850 9,330 9,449 7,950 5,559 2,336
1957............................................................................... 39,343 874 990 2,930 9,226 9,480 8,067 5,442 2,234
1958............................................................................... 38,592 852 932 2,896 8,861 9,368 8,061 5,501 2,103
1959............................................................................... 39,493 915 1,046 3,153 8,911 9,560 8,261 5,588 2,060
1960'........................................ ..... . ...... 39,755 973 1,119 3,264 8,777 9,589 8,372 5,618 2,043
1961.............................................................................. 39,588 891 1,164 3,311 8,630 9,566 8,394 5,670 1,961
19622............................................................................ 40,016 883 1,215 3,426 8,514 9,718 8,512 5,749 1,998
1963.............................................................................. 40,428 972 1,184 3,646 8,463 9,782 8,650 5,844 1,887
1964.............................................................................. 41,114 1,128 1,188 3,856 8,538 9,800 8,787 5,945 1,872
1965.............................................................................. 41,844 1,159 1,453 4,025 8,598 9,795 8,924 5,998 1,892
1966.............................................................................. 42,330 1,245 1,668 4,028 8,674 9,719 9,029 6,096 1,871
1967.............................................................................. 42,834 1,278 1,571 4,231 8.931 9,632 9,093 6,208 1,892
1968.............................................................................. 43,411 1,319 1,589 4,226 9,315 9,522 9,198 6,316 1,926
1969.............................................................................. 44,048 1,385 1,685 4,401 9,608 9,379 9,279 6,359 1,953
1970.............................................................................. 44,157 1,373 1,692 4,596 9,773 9,200 9,272 6,338 1,913
1971.............................................................................. 44,499 1,389 1,763 4,912 9,975 9,017 9,259 6,331 1,853
1972'........................................................................... 45,769 1,463 1,945 5,389 10,570 9,030 9,242 6,349 1,781
19732............................................................................ 46,830 1,580 2,068 5,802 11,132 9,021 9,266 6,279 1,682
1974.............................................................................. 47,340 1,597 2,113 5,885 11,522 8,995 9,254 6,277 1,696
1975.............................................................................. 46,284 1,485 1,997 5,671 11,562 8,778 9,019 6,127 1,644
1976.............................................................................. 47,282 1,481 2,098 6,022 12,098 8,896 8,985 6,137 1,565
1977.............................................................................. 48,578 1,583 2,211 6,300 12,587 9,156 8,918 6.233 1,589
19782............................................................................ 49,893 1,637 2,279 6,560 13,064 9,545 8,862 6,287 1,658
1979.............................................................................. 50,721 1,624 2,242 6,692 13,497 9,859 8,773 6,348 1,686
Females
1954.............................................................................. 16,110 486 869 1,964 3,329 3,825 3,197 1,850 590
1955.............................................................................. 17,113 509 892 2,030 3,394 3,976 3,530 2,079 703
1956.............................................................................. 17,899 575 920 2,047 3,418 4,188 3,756 2,263 732
1957.............................................................................. 18,109 568 941 2,022 3,393 4,236 3,942 2,287 717
1958.............................................................................. 18,022 518 915 2,012 3,267 4,185 4,052 2,348 725
1959.............................................................................. 18,512 605 909 1,985 3.233 4,270 4,291 2,475 745
19602............................................................................ 19,095 625 984 2,067 3,244 4,341 4,448 2,574 812
1961.............................................................................. 19,324 581 1,056 2,149 3,205 4,339 4,512 2,665 817
1962'............................................................................ 19,682 564 1,112 2,250 3,189 4,455 4,554 2,762 797
1963.............................................................................. 20,194 628 1,066 2,390 3,226 4,559 4,654 2,874 796
1964.............................................................................. 20,808 718 1,042 2,588 3,256 4,580 4,809 2,971 845
1965.............................................................................. 21,601 733 1,217 2,727 3,394 4,678 4,880 3,118 856
1966.............................................................................. 22,689 807 1,456 2,958 3,594 4,730 5,043 3,260 842
1967.............................................................................. 23,528 843 1,422 3,262 3,832 4,797 5,131 3,388 854
1968.............................................................................. 24,340 874 1,413 3,461 4,095 4,864 5,289 3,465 878
1969.............................................................................. 25,470 962 1,476 3,781 4,327 4,891 5,509 3,588 935
1970.............................................................................. 26,025 1,011 1,493 3,955 4,536 4,891 5,582 3,637 921
1971.............................................................................. 26,217 1,007 1,503 4,048 4,656 4,834 5,586 3,661 922
1972'............................................................................ 27,305 1,104 1,646 4,255 5,184 4,898 5,605 3,689 924
1973'............................................................................ 28,448 1,207 1,748 4,516 5,749 5,043 5,624 3,647 915
1974.............................................................................. 29,281 1,257 1,801 4,651 6,232 5,178 5,700 3,606 855
1975. ...................................... 29,429 1,200 1,770 4,701 6,568 ' 5,172 5,543 3,607 868
See footnotes at end of table.
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Employed persons by sex, race, and age, 1947-79 -Continued
[in thousands]
Total,
16 16 and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65Sex, year, and race years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 years
and years years years years years years years and
over over
WHITE-Continued
Females-Continued
1976............................................................................... 30,739 1,242 1,863 4,890 7,141 5,476 5,572 3.675 8801977...-------------------............. ...................................... 32,156 1,298 1,927 5.156 7,766 5,788 5,575 3,746 9001978 ...................................... 33,943 1,396 2,000 5,418 8,385 6,219 5.699 3,878 9501979...................................... 35,304 1,396 2,032 5,595 8,910 6,668 5,761 3,965 977
BLACK AND OTHER
1954............................................................................... 6,150 165 231 613 1,574 1,541 1,165 633 2291955............................................................................ 6,341 170 247 634 1,626 1,552 1,234 648 2281956.........................................---................................... 6,534 182 249 649 1,659 1,581 1,272 697 2461957-.--- --........... .. --...---....... ............................ 6,619 171 236 686 1,634 1,632 1,311 723 2271958 ......... ..----....--... ....................................... 6,422 150 216 662 1,547 1,586 1,335 711 2181959............................................................................... 6,624 151 212 733 1,565 1,623 1,364 759 217
19602 ...................................... 6,927 171 257 788 1,609 1,668 1,417 797 2181961 .... ...--... ---..... ........................................ 6,832 149 265 771 1,594 1,646 1,413 785 20919622 ------.............---....--................................... 7,004 159 261 770 1,608 1,729 1,425 834 2181963 ....... - ... --...------........................................ 7,140 150 253 778 1,629 1,773 1,445 878 2321964........................----.... ....................................... 7,383 167 274 860 1,655 1,786 1,499 888 257
1965............................................................................... 7,643 183 292 950 1,711 1,822 1,518 912 2581966............................................................................... 7,875 217 327 978 1,749 1,862 1,543 952 2471967............................................................................... 8,012 213 356 1,007 1,812 1,854 1,566 940 2651968............................................................................... 8,169 210 374 1,075 1,855 1,834 1,596 962 2611969............................................................................... 8,384 227 382 1,137 1,947 1,830 1,622 972 267
1970.............. . -................. ....................................... 8,445 212 361 1,168 1,984 1,825 1,619 993 2831971............................................................................... 8,404 191 342 1,184 2,030 1,796 1,608 989 2621972'--------. 
---------........ --.. ...................................... 8,628 204 361 1,249 2,110 1,842 1,613 958 2911973'............................................................................ 9,132 222 413 1,369 2,312 1,902 1,668 968 2781974....................................... 9,315 226 409 1,366 2,442 1,933 1,684 987 270
1975............................................................................... 9,071 216 377 1,266 2,444 1,882 1,635 977 2711976.................................----.......................................... 9,464 203 383 1,364 2,643 1,952 1,675 962 2821977....................................... 9,812 203 388 1,398 2,787 2,046 1,728 987 27519782 ...........................-------.......................................... 10,537 236 434 1,520 3,023 2,174 1,788 1,052 3111979---------------------- . .-------...................................... 10,920 250 439 1,604 3,177 2,240 1,836 1,067 306
Males
1954.......................................---................................... 3,772 110 151 330 967 907 716 418 1731955....................................... 3,903 115 155 367 992 916 761 426 1701956...................................---.--...................................... 4,013 118 154 396 1,007 936 782 445 1761957....................................... 4,013 113 140 413 996 947 784 460 1601958....................................... 3,831 97 132 397 929 905 767 454 1511959....................................... 3,972 101 137 445 951 932 787 470 150
19602 ...................................... 4,148 116 152 490 982 963 809 487 1481961...................--------------------........................................ 4,067 98 160 487 961 938 800 485 1371962 ...........---------------.-----........................... 4,160 106 157 472 961 993 821 510 1401963.................................... ....................................... 4,229 101 149 471 968 1,019 828 541 1511964..-------------....................-----............................... 4,359 114 158 514 993 1,032 850 533 167
1965..................--------. . ---..................... . 4,496 126 181 558 1,013 1,043 869 543 1651966.............................................................................. 4,588 145 194 571 1,035 1,044 875 571 1531967............................................................................ 4,646 139 199 578 1,057 1,043 898 566 1661968.......................... . -.. -----.................................... 4,702 134 212 586 1,090 1,032 904 576 1671969............................................................................... 4,770 141 219 611 1,127 1,022 908 572 169
1970............................................................................. 4,803 130 212 634 1,148 1,011 899 588 1811971--------------..................----.----.......................... 4,746 116 202 647 1,169 986 885 575 1651972'...................................... 4,861 127 216 686 1,181 1,012 907 563 1681973'................................-----....-................................... 5,133 129 242 764 1,291 1,040 946 553 1691974----------...............---...-----.............................. 5,179 130 234 736 1,343 1,054 945 571 166
1975...................................... 
............... 4,947 114 206 668 1,329 1,007 906 556 1591976....................................... 5,108 120 206 720 1,398 1,045 923 540 1561977............ .--------...................................... 5,283 122 208 731 1,462 1,095 945 560 1601978 ............................................................................. 5,599 130 233 770 1,564 1,134 979 605 1841979------------------.......................---....................... 5,779 136 233 841 1,637 1,154 1,003 598 176See footnotes at end of table.
-154-
. Employed persons by sex, race, and age, 1947-79 -Continued
(in thousands]
Total,
16 16 and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65
Sex, year, and race years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 years
and years years years years years years years and
over over
BLACK AND OTHER-Continued
Females
1954............................................................................... 2,378 55 80 283 607 634 449 215 56
1955.................................................... 2,438 55 92 267 634 636 473 222 58
1956..............2,..... ................... 2,521 64 95 253 652 645 490 252 70
1957............................................................................... 2,606 58 96 273 638 685 527 263 67
1958.......................................... 2,591 53 84 265 618 681 568 257 67
1959....................................... 2,652 50 75 288 614 691 577 289 67
1960' ............................................................................. 2,779 55 105 298 627 705 608 310 70
1961........................................ 2,765 51 105 284 633 708 613 300 72
1962'............ ........................... 2,844 53 104 298 647 736 604 324 78
1963........ ............................... 2,911 49 104 307 661 754 - 617 337 81
1964....... ..................... ........................................ 3,024 53 116 346 662 754 649 355 90
1965....................................... 3,147 57 111 392 698 779 649 369 93
1966............................................................................... 3,287 72 133 407 714 818 668 381 94
1967............................................................................... 3,366 74 157 429 755 811 668 374 99
1968.............................................................. 3,467 76 162 489 765 802 692 386 94
1969....................................... 3,614 86 163 526 820 808 714 400 98
1970............................................................................... 3,642 82 149 534 836 814 720 405 102
1971............................................................................... 3,658 75 140 537 861 810 723 414 97
1972'............................................................................. 3,767 77 145 563 929 830 706 395 123
1973 '............................................................................. 3,999 93 171 605 1,021 862 722 415 109
1974............................................................................... 4,136 96 175 630 1,099 879 739 416 104
1975............................................................................... 4,124 102 171 598 1,115 875 729 421 112
1976............................................................................... 4,356 83 177 644 1,245 907 752 422 126
1977............................................................................... 4,529 81 179 667 1,325 951 783 427 115
1978'............................................................................. 4,938 106 200 750 1,458 1,041 808 447 127
1979............................................................................... 5,141 114 206 763 1,541 1,086 833 469 131
SOURCE: Handbook of Labor Statistics, Bulletin #2070, Dec, 1980
~) //S$E #,~dr /-k/ e~vldll$//6 )Stid // 06 /. ')~6' )
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Unemployment rates by sex, race, and age, 1947-79
Total,
16 16 and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65Sex, race, and year years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 years
and years years years years years years years and
over over
BOTH SEXES
1947............................................................................... 3.9 10.1 9.2 7.0 3.5 2.7 2.6 2.8 2.7 
-1948............................................................................... 3.8 10.1 8.6 6.2 3.2 2.6 2.7 3.1 3.21949............................................................................... 5.9 14.0 13.0 9.3 5.4 4.4 4.2 5.2 4.9
1950............................................................................... 5.3 13.6 11.2 7.7 4.8 3.8 4.2 4.8 4.5
1951............................................................................... 3.3 9.6 7.1 4.1 3.0 2.5 2.7 3.1 3.4
1952............................................................................... 3.0 10.0 7.3 4.6 2.6 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.9
1953............................................................................... 2.9 8.7 6.8 4.7 2.5 2.2 2.3 2.7 2.2
1954............................................................................... 5.5 13.5 10.7 9.2 5.3 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.1
1955............................................................................... 4.4 12.3 10.0 7.0 3.8 3.4 3.4 4.2 3.6
1956............................................................................... 4.1 12.3 10.2 6.6 3.7 3.0 3.2 3.5 3.2
1957............................................................................... 4.3 12.5 10.9 7.1 3.9 3.1 3.3 3.4 3.4
1958............................................................................... 6.8 16.4 15.5 11.2 6.8 5.4 5.2 5.2 4.8 4
1959............................................................................... 5.5 15.3 14.0 8.5 5.0 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.3
1960............................................................................... 5.5 15.5 14.1 8.7 5.2 4.1 4.1 4.2 3.81961............................................................................... 6.7 18.3 15.8 10.4 6.2 5.2 5.0 5.4 5.1
1962............................................................................... 5.5 16.3 13.6 9.0 5.1 4.1 4.0 4.2 4.5
1963............................................................................... 5.7 19.3 15.6 8.8 5.2 4.0 3.8 4.1 4.1
1964............................................................................... 5.2 17.8 14.9 8.3 4.3 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.8
1965............................................................................... 4.5 16.5 13.5 6.7 3.7 3.2 2.8 3.1 3.3
1966............................................................................... 3.8 14.8 11.3 5.3 3.1 2.5 2.3 2.5 3.0
1967............................................................................... 3.8 14.6 11.6 5.7 3.2 2.5 2.4 2.4 2.8
1968............................................................................... 3.6 14.7 11.2 5.8 2.8 2.2 1.9 2.0 2.8
1969.............................................................................. 3.5 14.5 10.5 5.7 2.8 2.2 1.9 1.9 2.2
1970............................................................................... 4.9 17.1 13.8 8.2 4.2 3.1 2.8 2.7 3.2
1971............................................................................... 5.9 18.7 15.5 10.0 5.3 3.9 3.4 3.3 3.51972............................................................................... 5.6 18.5 14.6 9.3 4.6 3.5 3.0 3.2 3.61973............................................................................... 4.9 17.3 12.4 7.8 4.2 2.7 2.5 2.6 3.0 a 41974............................................................................... 5.6 18.3 14.2 9.0 4.8 3.3 2.9 2.8 3.4
1975............................................................................... 8.5 21.4 18.9 13.6 7.8 5.6 5.2 4.6 5.31976............................................................................... 7.7 21.1 17.4 12.0 7.1 4.9 4.5 4.5 5.1 &
1977............................................................................... 7.0 19.9 16.2 10.9 6.4 4.4 4.0 3.9 5.11978............................................................................... 6.0 19.3 14.2 9.5 5.3 3.7 3.3 2.9 4.0
1979............................................................................... 5.8 18.1 14.6 9.0 5.1 3.6 3.2 2.9 3.4
Males
1947............................................................................... 4.0 10.3 11.3 8.5 3.4 2.6 2.6 2.9 2.81948............................................................................... 3.6 10.1 9.6 6.9 2.8 2.4 2.5 3.1 3.41949...................................................................... 
. 5.9 13.7 14.6 10.4 5.2 4.3 4.3 5.4 5.1
1950............................................................................... 5.1 13.3 12.3 8.1 4.4 3.6 4.0 4.9 4.8
1951............................................................................... 2.8 9.4 7.0 3.9 2.3 2.0 2.4 2.8 3.5
1952............................................................................... 2.8 10.5 7.4 4.6 2.2 1.9 2.2 2.4 3.0
1953............................................................................... 2.8 8.8 7.2 5.0 2.2 2.0 2.3 2.8 2.4
1954............................................................................... 5.3 13.9 13.2 10.7 4.8 4.1 4.3 4.5 4.4
1955............................................................................... 4.2 12.5 10.8 7.7 3.3 3.1 3.2 4.3 4.0
1956............................................................................... 3.8 11.7 10.4 6.9 3.3 2.6 3.0 3.5 3.5
1957 .................................. ......................................... 4.1 12.4 12.3 7.8 3.3 2.8 3.3 3.5 3.4
1958............................................................................... 6.8 16.3 17.8 12.7 6.5 5.1 5.3 5.5 5.2 
-
1959............................................................................... 5.2 15.8 14.9 8.7 4.7 3.7 4.1 4.5 4.8
1960............................................................................... 5.4 15.5 15.0 8.9 4.8 3.8 4.1 4.6 4.2
1961............................................................................... 6.4 18.3 16.3 10.7 5.7 4.6 4.9 5.7 5.5
1962.............................................................................. 5.2 15.9 13.8 8.9 4.5 3.6 3.9 4.6 4.6
1963 .............................................................................. 5.2 18.8 15.9 8.8 4.5 3.5 3.6 4.3 4.5 2
1964............................................................................... 4.6 17.1 14.6 8.1 3.5 2.9 3.2 3.9 4.0
1965............................................................................... 4.0 16.1 12.4 6.3 3.0 2.6 2.5 3.3 3.5 0
1966 .............................................................................. 3.2 13.7 10.2 4.6 2.4 2.0 2.0 2.6 3.1
1967............................................................................... 3.1 14.5 10.5 4.7 2.1 1.7 1.9 2.4 2.8
1968 .............................................................................. 2.9 13.9 9.7 5.1 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.9 2.9
1969............................................................................... 2.8 13.8 9.4 5.1 1.9 1.5 1.5 1.8 2.2
1970............................................................................... 4.4 16.9 13.4 8.4 3.4 2.4 2.4 2.8 3.3
1971............................................................................... 5.3 18.6 15.0 10.3 4.4 3.1 3.0 3.3 3.4
1972. ............................................................................. 4.9 18.2 14.0 9.2 3.7 2.7 2.6 3.2 3.6 41973............................................................................... 4.1 17.0 11.4 7.3 3.3 2.0 2.1 2.4 3.0
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Unemployment rates by sex, race, and age, 1947-79-Continued
Total,
16 16 and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65
Sex, race, and year years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 years
and years years years years years years years an r
over
Males-Continued
1974............................................................ 4.8 18.5 13.3 8.7 3.9 2.6 2.4 2.6 3.3
1975............................................................................... 7.9 21.6 19.0 14.3 7.0 4.9 4.8 4.3 5.4
1976............................................................................... 7.0 21.4 17.6 12.0 6.2 4.1 4.0 4.2 5.2
1977.............................................................................. 6.2 19.5 15.6 10.7 5.6 3.5 3.2 3.5 5.2
1978............................................................................... 5.2 19.2 13.2 9.1 4.3 2.8 2.8 2.7 4.2
1979............................................................................... 5.1 17.9 14.2 8.6 4.2 2.9 2.7 2.7 3.5
Females
1947............................................................................... 3.7 9.8 6.8 4.6 3.6 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.2
1948............................................................................... 4.1 9.8 7.4 4.9 4.3 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.3
1949............................................................................... 6 0 14.4 11.2 7.3 5.9 4.7 4.0 4.4 3.8
1950............................................................................... 5.7 14.2 9.8 6.9 5.7 4.4 4.5 4.5 3.4
1951............................................................................... 4.4 10.0 7.2 4.4 4.5 3.8 3.5 4.0 2.9
1952............................................................................... 3.6 9.1 7.3 4.5 3.6 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.2
1953.............................................................................. 3.3 8.5 6.4 4.3 3.4 2.5 2.3 2.5 1.4
1954.............................................................................. 6.0 12.7 10.5 7.3 6.6 5.3 4.6 4.6 3.0
1955.............................................................................. 4.9 12.0 9.1 6.1 5.3 4.0 3.6 3.8 2.3
1956.............................................................................. 4.8 13.2 9.9 6.3 4.8 3.9 3.6 3.6 2.3
1957.............................................................................. 4.7 12.6 9.4 6.0 5.3 3.8 3.2 3.0 3.4
1958.............................................................................. 6.8 16.6 12.9 8.9 7.3 6.2 4.9 4.5 3.8
1959.............................................................................. 5.9 14.4 12.9 8.1 5.9 5.1 4.2 4.1 2.8
1960............................................................................... 5.9 15.4 13.0 8.3 6.3 4.8 4.2 3.4 2.8
1961............................................................................... 7.2 18.3 15.1 9.8 7.3 6.3 5.1 4.5 3.9
1962............................................................................... 6.2 16.8 13.5 9.1 6.5 5.2 4.1 3.5 4.1
1963............................................................................... 6.5 20.3 15.2 8.9 6.9 5.1 4.2 3.6 3.2
1964.............................................................................. 6.2 18.8 15.1 8.6 6.3 5.0 3.9 3.5 3.4
1965............................................................................... 5.5 17.2 14.8 7.3 5.5 4.6 3.2 2.8 2.8
1966............................................................................... 4.8 16.6 12.6 6.3 4.5 3.6 2.9 2.3 2.8
1967............................................................................... 5.2 14.8 12.7 7.0 5.4 4.0 3.1 2.4 2.7
1968............................................................................... 4.8 15.9 12.9 6.7 4.7 3.4 2.4 2.2 2.7
1969............................................................................... 4.7 15.5 11.8 6.3 4.6 3.4 2.6 2.2 2.3
1970............................................................................... 5.9 17.4 14.4 7.9 5.7 4.4 3.5 2.7 3.1
1971............................................................................... 6.9 18.7 16.2 9.6 7.0 5.2 4.0 3.3 3.6
1972............................................................................... 6.6 18.8 15.2 9.3 6.2 4.9 3.6 3.3 3.5
1973............................................................................... 6.0 17.7 13.5 8.4 5.8 3.9 3.2 2.8 2.9
1974............................................................................... 6.7 18.2 15.4 9.5 6.2 4.6 3.7 3.3 3.7
1975............................................................................... 9.3 21.2 18.7 12.7 9.1 6.9 5.9 5.1 5.1
1976............................................................................... 8.6 20.7 17.3 11.9 8.5 6.1 5.2 4.9 5.0,
1977............................................................................... 8.2 20.4 16.8 11.2 7.7 5.8 5.1 4.5 4.7
1978............................................................................... 7.2 19.5 15.3 10.1 6.7 5.0 4.0 3.2 3.8
1979............................................................................... 6.8 18.3 15.0 9.6 6.4 4.6 3.9 3.2 3.3
WHITE
Males
1948............................................................................... 3.4 10.2 9.4 6.4 2.6 2.1 2.4 3.0 3.3
1949............................................................................... 5.6 13.4 14.2 9.8 4.9 3.9 4.0 5.3 5.0
1950............................................................................... 4.7 13.4 11.7 7.7 3.9 3.2 3.7 4.7 4.61951............................................................................... 2.6 9.5 6.7 3.6 2.0 1.8 2.2 2.7 3.41952............................................................................... 2.5 10.9 7.0 4.3 1.9 1.7 2.0 2.3 2.91953............................................................................... 2.5 8.9 7.1 4.5 2.0 1.8 2.0 2.7 2.3
1954............................................................................... 4.8 14.0 13.0 9.8 4.2 3.6 3.8 4.3 '. 4.2
1955............................................................................... 3.7 12.2 10.4 7.0 2.7 2.6 2.9 3.9 3.8
1956............................................................................... 3.4 11.2 9.7 6.1 2.8 2.2 2.8 3.1 3.4
1957............................................................................... 3.6 11.9 11.2 7.1 2.7 2.5 3.0 3.4 8.2
1958............................................................................... 6.1 14.9 16.5 11.7 5.6 4.4 4.8 5.2 5.0
1959............................................................................... 4.6 15.0 13.0 7.5 3.8 3.2 3.7 4.2 4.5
1960............................................................................... 4.8 14.6 13.5 %-8.3 4.1 3.3 3.6 4.1 4.0
1961............................................................................... 5.7 16.5 15.1 1010 4.9 4.0 4.4 5.3 5.2
1962............................................................................... 4.6 15.1 12.7 8.0 3.8 3.1 3.5 4.1 4.1
1963............................................................................... 4.7 17.8 14.2 7.8 3.9 2.9 3.3 4.0 4.1
1964................. .. ... --....... ......................................... 4.1 16.1 13.4 7.4 3.0 2.5 2.9 3.5 3.6
1965.. ........................... ......................................... 3.6 14.7 11.4 5.9 2.6 2.3 2.3 3.1 3.0
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Jnemployment rates by sex, race, and age, 1947-79-Continued
Total,
16 16 and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65Sex, race, and year years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 years
and years years years years years years years and
over over
WHITE-Continued
Males-Continued
1966......................................... 2.8 12.5 8.9 4.1 2.1 1.7 1.7 2.5 3.71967 
-----------------------------------...................... ..........  2.7 12.7 9.0 4.2 1.9 1.6 1.8 2.2 2.81968 -------------------------............................---................ 2.6 12.3 8.2 4.6 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.7 2.41969................................... 
................ 2.5 12.5 7.9 4.6 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.7 2.1
1970.............................. 
................. 4.0 15.7 12.0 7.8 3.1 2.3 2.3 2.7 3.21971 .'---------------------------------.......................................... 4.9 17.1 13.5 9.4 4.0 2.9 2.8 3.2 3.41972 -----. ----.. ----------...........................-------............... 4.5 16.4 12.4 8.5 3.4 2.5 2.5 3.0 3.31973 -----------------.....................--.....---.............. 3.7 15.1 10.0 6.5 3.0 1.8 2.0 2.4 2.91974 .......................................................................... 4.3 16.2 11.5 7.8 3.5 2.4 2.2 2.5 3.0
1975 ------------------------...........................-- 
-- -.. ............... 7.2 19.7 17.2 13.2 6.3 4.5 4.4 4.1 5.01976 -. ----. ----............... -  ----.......... ......................... 6.4 19.7 15.5 10.9 5.6 3.7 3.7 4.0 4.81977............................................................................ 5.5 17.6 13.0 9.3 5.0 3.1 3.0 3.3 4.91978.......................................................................... 4.5 16.9 10.8 7.6 3.7 2.5 2.5 2.6 3.91979.......... 
- ...... --.................. 4 4 16.1 12.3 7.4 3.6 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.1
Females
1948................... 
...................... 3.8 9.7 6.8 4.2 3.8 2.9 3.1 3.2 2.41949... .........-------------.-----................................... 5.7 13.6 10.7 6.7 5.5 4.5 4.0 4.3 4.1
1950........................................ 5.3 13.8 9.4 6.1 5.2 4.0 4.3 4.4 3.11951......................................................................... 4.2 9.6 6.5 3.9 4.1 3.5 3.6 4.0 3.31952 ............................................................................... 3.3 9.3 6.2 3.8 3.2 2.8 2.4 2.5 2.31953.............................................................................. 3.1 8.3 6.0 4.1 3.1 2.3 2.3 2.5 1.41954......................................... 5.6 12.0 9.4 6.4 5.7 4.9 4.4 4.5 2.8
1955 --- -- -- --..............-- -. . .............................. 4.3 11.6 7.7 5.1 4.3 3.8 3.4 3.6 2.21956 -----------------------...........................----.... 
.............. 4.2 12.1 8.3 5.1 4.0 3.5 3.3 3.5 2.31957.................................................. 
........................ 4.3 11.9 7.9 5.1 4.7 3.7 3.0 3.0 3.51958 ............................................................. 
................ 6.2 15.6 11.0 7.4 6.6 5.6 4.9 4.3 3.51959.......................................................... 
........... 5.3 13.3 11.1 6.7 5.0 4.7 4.0 4.0 3.4
1960................... 
...................... 5.3 14.5 11.5 7.2 5.7 4.2 4.0 3.3 2.81961 
--------.............--------------------- ............................. 6.5 17.0 13.6 8.4 6.6 5.6 4.8 4.3 3.71962 ---------------.................... 
-... --..................... 5.5 15.6 11.3 7.7 5.4 4.5 3.7 3.4 4.01963 -----------------......................----.. 
---.. .................... 5.8 18.1 13.2 7.4 5.8 4.6 3.9 3.5 3.01964.................................................... 
........................ 5.5 17.1 13.2 7.1 5.2 4.5 3.6 3.5 3.4
1965.................................................. 5.0 15.0 13.4 6.3 4.8 4.1 3.0 2.7 2.71966 . ------------------------------. 
------........................................ 4.3 14.5 10.7 5.3 3.7 3.3 2.7 2.2 2.71967-------.----......................--- 
- - - -...... ................... 4.6 12.9 10.6 6.0 4.7 3.7 2.9 2.3 2.61963---------------------.......................... 
-----... ............... 4.3 13.9 11.0 5.9 3.9 3.1 2.3 2.1 2.71969............................................... 
.................... 4.2 13.8 10.0 5.5 4.2 3.2 2.4 2.1 2.4
1970 ......................................... 5.4 15.3 11.9 6.9 5.3 4.3 3.4 2.6 3.21971-------------------.......................-----..... 
.............. 6.3 16.7 14.1 8.5 6.3 4.9 3.9 3.3 3.61972..--------------.--------...............................----........... 5.9 17.0 12.3 8.2 5.5 4.5 3.5 3.3 3.71973 -----------------...................... 
---......... .................... 5.3 15.7 10.9 7.0 5.1 3.7 3.1 2.8 2.81974.......------------.......................------------- 
.................. 6.1 16.4 13.0 8.2 5.7 4.3 3.6 3.3 3.9
1975 ............ ..... ................. ....... 8.6 19.2 16.1 11.2 8.5 6.6 5.8 5.1 5.31976......... ................................ 7.9 18.2 15.1 10.4 7.6 5.8 5.0 4.8 5.31977---------------------........................-.... 
-----.................. 7.3 18.2 14.2 9.3 6.7 5.3 5.0 4.4 4.91978................... 
...................... 6.2 17.1 12.4 8.3 5.8 4.5 3.8 3.0 3.71979......................................... 5.9 15.9 12.5 7.8 5.6 4.2 3.7 3.0 3.1
BLACK AND OTHER
Males
1948 ......................................... 
...... ............. 5.8 9.4 10.5 11.7 4.7 5.2 3.7 3.5 4.61949................................................. 
.............. 9.6 15.8 17.1 15.8 8.5 8.1 7.9 7.0 6.2
1950.......-----------------...........................-- 
-------....... ---....... 9.4 12.1 17.7 12.6 10.0 7.9 7.4 8.0 7.01951-.-------------------------.............................-............. 4.9 8.7 9.6 6.7 5.5 3.4 3.6 4.1 4.71952..---------------.....................--........ 
.................... 5.2 8.0 10.0 7.9 5.5 4.4 4.2 3.7 4.71953............................................................................... 4.8 8.3 8,1 8.1 4.3 3.6 5.1 3.6 3.11954.... - - - - --................. -----...------................... 10.3 13.4 14.7 16.9 10.1 9.0 9.3 7.5 7.5
1955....... ....--.......................... 8.8 14.8 12.9 12.4 8.6 8.2 6.4 9.0 7.61956........................................ 7.9 15.7 14.9 12.0 7.6 6.6 5.4 8.1 4.91957......................................... 8.3 16.3 20.0 12.7 8.5 6.4 6.2 5.5 5.01958 .... .................... ................... ...................... 13.8 27.1 26.7 19.5 14.7 11.4 10.3 10.1 9.1
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Unemployment rates by sex, race, and age, 1947-79-Continued
Total, 
- -5
16 16 and 18 and 20 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65Sex, race, and year years 17 19 24 34 44 54 64 years
and years years years years years years years and
over over
BLACK AND OTHER-Continued
Males-Continued
19 5 9 ...............................................................................
19 6 0 ...............................................................................
1 9 6 1 ...............................................................................
1 9 6 2 ...............................................................................
19 6 3 ...............................................................................
1 9 6 4 ...............................................................................
1 9 6 5 ...............................................................................
1 9 6 6 ...............................................................................
1 9 6 7 ...............................................................................
19 6 8 ...............................................................................
19 6 9 ...............................................................................
19 7 0 ...............................................................................
19 7 1 ...............................................................................
1972............................................................................
19 7 3 ...............................................................................
19 7 4 ...............................................................................
19 7 5 ...............................................................................
19 7 6 ..............................................................................
19 7 7 ...............................................................................
19 7 8 ...............................................................................
1 9 7 9 ...............................................................................
Females
11.5
10.7
12.8
10.9
10.5
8.9
7.4
6.3
6.0
5.6
5.3
7.3
9.1
8.9
7.6
9.1
13.7
12.7
12.4
10.9
10.3
1948.............................................................................. 6.1
1949.............................................................................. 7.9
1950.............................................................................. 8.4
1951............................................................................... 6.1
1952............................................................................... 5.7
1953............................................................................... 4.1
1954............................................................................... 9.3
1955............................................................................... 8.4
1956............................................................................... 8.9
1957............................................................................... 7.3
1958............................................................................... 10.8
W 9............................................................................... 9.4
1960............................................................................... 9.4
1961............................................................................... 11.8
1962............................................................................... 11.0
1963............................................................................... 11.2
1964............................................................................... 10.6
1965............................................................................... 9.2
1966............................................................................... 8.6
1967............................................................................... 9.1
1968............................................................................... 8.3
1969............................................................................... 7.8
1970............................................................................... 9.3
1971............................................................................... 10.8
1972............................................................................... 11.3
1973............................................................................... 10.5
1974.............................................................................. 10.7
1975............................................................................... 14.0
1976.............................................................................. 13.6
1977............................................................................... 44.0
1978............................................................................... 13.1
1979............................................................................. 12.3
22.3
22.7
31.0
21.9
27.0
25.9
27.1
22.5
28.9
26.6
24.7
27.8
33.4
35.1
34.4
39.0
39.4
37.7
38.7
40.0
34.4
11.8
20.3
17.6
13.0
6.3
10.3
19.1
15.4
22.0
18.3
25.4
25.8
25.7
31.1
27.8
40.1
36.5
37.8
34.8
32.0
33.7
31.2
36.9
38.5
38.3
36.5
36.2
38.9
46.0
44.7
41.7
39.4
27.2
25.1
23.9
21.8
27.4
23.1
20.2
20.5
20.1
19.0
19.0
23.1
26.0
26.2
22.1
26.6
32.9
34.0
36.1
30.8
29.6
14.6
15.9
14.1
15.1
16.8
9.9
21.6
21.4
23.4
21.3
30.0
29.9
24.5
28.2
31.2
31.9
29.2
27.8
29.2
28.3
26.2
25.7
32.9
33.7
38.7
33.3
33.7
38.3
35.0
37.4
36.5
33.4
16.3
13.1
15.3
14.6
15.5
12.6
9.3
7.9
8.0
8.3
8.4
12.6
16.2
14.7
12.6
15.4
22.9
20.7
21.7
20.0
17.0
10.2
12.5
13.0
8.8
10.7
5.5
13.2
13.0
14.8
12.2
18.9
14.9
15.3
19.5
18.2
18.7
18.3
13.7
12.6
13.8
12.3
12.0
15.0
17.3
17.4
17.6
18.0
22.5
21.7
23.6
21.3
20.8
12.3
10.7
12.9
10.5
9.5
7.7
6.2
4.9
4.4
3.8
3.4
6.1
7.4
6.8
5.8
7.2
11.9
11.0
10.6
8.8
8.6
7.3
8.5
9.1
7.1
6.2
4.9
10.9
10.2
9.1
8.1
11.1
9.7
9.1
11.1
11.5
11.7
11.2
8.4
8.1
8.7
8.4
6.6
7.9
10.7
10.2
9.7
8.6
12.9
13.0
12.9
11.2
11.0
8.9
8.2
10.7
8.6
8.0
6.2
5.1
4.2
3.1
2.9
2.4
3.9
4.9
4.8
4.0
4.1
8.3
7.3
6.1
4.9
5.8
4.0
6.2
6.6
5.6
4.0
3.5
7.3
5.5
6.8
4.7
9.2
7.6
8.6
10.7
8.9
8.2
7.8
7.6
5.0
6.2
5.0
4.5
4.8
6.9
7.2
5.3
6.7
8.6
8.1
8.5
7.6
7.0
7.9
8.5
10.2
8.3
7.1
5.9
5.1
4.1
3.4
2.5
2.4
3.3
4.5
3.8
3.2
4.0
9.0
7.2
5.2
5.0
5.2
2.9
4.0
5.9
2.8
3.5
2.1
5.9
5.2
5.6
4.2
4.9
6.1
5.7
7.4
7.1
6.1
6.1
4.4
5.0
4.4
3.2
3.7
4.0
4.2
4.7
3.7
4.3
6.7
6.1
5.6
5.6
4.9
8.7
9.5
10.5
9.6
7.4
8.1
5.4
4.4
4.1
3.6
3.2
3.4
4.7
4.6
3.1
3.6
6.1
6.2
6.4
4.4
4.8
3.0
5.4
4.8
3.4
2.4
2.1
4.9
5.5
5.3
4.0
6.2
5.0
4.3
6.3
3.6
4.8
3.8
3.9
3.3
3.4
2.8
2.9
3.2
3.5
4.0
3.2
3.3
5.3
5.5
4.9
5.1
4.6
8.4
6.3
9.4
11.9
10.1
8.3
5.2
4.9
5.1
4.0
3.2
3.8
3.4
6.9
3.6
5.6
9.5
9.3
8.3
7.1
6.3
1.6
1.6
5.7
1.6
1.5
1.6
5.1
3.3
2.8
4.3
5.6
2.3
4.1
6.5
3.7
3.6
2.2
3.1
4.0
3.4
2.4
1.1
1.9
3.9
2.0
3.9
1.5
3.1
2.6
3.6
4.8
4.6
SOURCE: Handbook of Labor Statistics, Bulletin #2070, Dec, 1980
